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Abstract 
 
The world has become increasingly interconnected through the spread of new communication 
technologies, giving people the possibility to influence policy-making within other countries. In 
a world where environmental issues and concerns are increasingly becoming global, there is a 
need to understand the way in which global actors lobby for increased democratic inclusion of 
the public, in a manner that alters the traditional state-centric model of democratic participation. 
In this master thesis, this process was explored by operationalizing and applying the theory of 
Democratic Network Governance to the case study of the Pebble Mine in Alaska in the US. This 
mining project is presently one of the most controversial mining projects in the world, with many 
global actors actively working to influence its operations. This dissertation has explored the 
engagement of different Global Environmental Interest groups, and the ways in which they 
interact within their own interconnected networks. The ways in which the different actors have 
influence and changed environmental policy in relation to TNC operations of the Pebble mine in 
the state of Alaska were investigated, as well as the success of the different Global 
Environmental Interest Groups in influencing the Pebble Mine’s corporate activities. These 
global groups have ultimately managed to construct a supranational forum of influence, which 
bypasses traditional state legislation and which is less hierarchical and more inclusive of 
different interest groups opinions’, but which also runs the risk of excluding minority opinion 
and local policy influence. 
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A glocal approach to environmental policy in Alaska 
 
Chapter 1. Introduction 
 
1.1. Problem Area 
 
“No matter how you look at it, the Pebble Mine is an environmental disaster waiting to 
happen. This colossal mine would be built at the very headwaters of our planet's greatest 
wild salmon river systems. If it pollutes them, it will take down not only this world-
renowned sockeye salmon fishery, but also the awe inspiring ecosystems that depends on 
it” - Robert Redford, Conservationist and NRDC Trustee (NRDC, 2015). 
  
The world is becoming increasingly globalized – which in effect is facilitating the increased 
movement of goods and increasing cross-continental industry. As a consequence this master 
thesis sets out to explore whether global inclusion of global alternative state actors are becoming 
increasingly included in discussions on matters of environmental policy. Media and technology 
has facilitated the spread of information, including the global community in the environmental 
debate, especially in cases where issues of concern have global consequences. Is ‘global 
participation’ or what we could call ´global political discourse´ in regards to the environment, 
truly global, and do global actors actually possess the ability to change the environmental 
policies of some of the richest nations? These are some of the questions this dissertation will 
attempt to answer. 
 
New forms of negotiated governance
1
 have emerged through the formation of private-public 
partnerships in the shape of dialogue groups, strategic alliances, consultative committees and 
inter-organizational networks (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 2). The late 1960s produced a boom in 
social and cultural movements emerging with an intense focus on environmentalism, human 
                                               
1
 This is “[A]ny program, discourse, or strategy that attempts to alter or shape the actions of others or oneself” 
(Cruikshank, 1999: 4) 
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rights, ethnic equality and grassroots democracy (Castells,1998: 359), challenge if not directly 
change traditional hierarchical power relations. They represent collaborative action with the 
potential for changing and producing result-oriented governance on the ground, by e.g. 
demanding more inclusion of alternative voices in political decision-making, as well as minimize 
the implementation deficit (Bäckstrand, 2006: 492). Among these groups, those targeting 
environmentalism are of particular interest in a global
2
 context. As O´Byrne and Hensby argue: 
“environmentalism represents the most obvious form of globality in practice” - as modern 
environmental movements operate with the globe in mind (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 23), and 
deal with a “global society on a local basis” (Delanty, 2003: 40). Globality has become the 
lifeblood of many campaigning organizations - using the increased interconnectedness emerging 
as a result of intensified communication through media as a means to promote their issues of 
concern. These concerns are not only limited to nation state borders but are in essence concerned 
with the globe as a whole.  
 
It has become a mantra that ‘we are living in a Network Society’ as part of the ‘Information Age’ 
as Manuel Castells puts it, in which information is quickly dispersed to all corners of the world 
through the speed of technology and inter-group linkages (Castells, 1998: 368). This means that 
global awareness of potentially global environmental damaging effects is increasingly being 
perpetuated via the media to all parts of the world, as availability to access information has been 
aided by the dispersion of media technology (Mythen, 2004: 1999). The reach of media, - 
facilitated by advances in technology, has made possible “the consciousness of a global 
community” (Kaldor, 2013: 104). The global community is particularly eager to make 
transnational corporations (TNCs) out to be the culprit of conflict and deterioration of both the 
environment and human rights (Avant et al., 2010: 108). There is therefore the need for 
“governing” TNCs and their potentially damaging activities, by pushing for new 
implementations of norms and modus operandi; assessing and monitoring projects either 
officially or unofficially (Avant et al., 2010: 105). 
 
                                               
2
 A global context refers to or “relating to, or involving the entire world” (Merriam-Webster online, 2015). 
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One place of  increasing global concern in regards to TNC activity is the state of Alaska in the 
US, as longer periods of ice free terrain and improvements in technology has made mining in the 
inhospitable Arctic terrain easier and very profitable (Marin et al., 2009: 10). The area has a high 
abundance of different minerals, oil being the most profitable energy commodity, as well as zinc, 
gold, lead, copper, silver, rock gravel and sand. In 2013, the cumulative production value
3
 of 
Alaska's mining industry was approximately $3.4 billion, divided between exploration and 
development investments (Resource Development Council, 2015). The state currently has six 
operating mines, with mining projects  amounting to 176, mined by some of the world´s largest 
TNCs
4
 deriving from a wide range of countries such as Japan, Britain, Holland, Australia, 
Canada etc. (Avant et al., 2010: 106).  
 
Alaska is furthermore recognized for its great wealth in nature and wildlife, being the home of 
over 430 different species of birds, 30 different species of fish and ranks 12 in mammalian 
diversity of all US states (Alaska Department of Fish and Game, 2015). The state also has the 
highest rate of subsistence
5
 practitioners in the northern hemisphere (Akureyri, 2004: 58). Much 
of the land and water area of Alaska is located within the Arctic region (Worldatlas, 2015), a 
place perceived in the media and scientific fora as a place of vulnerability – experiencing some 
of the most rapid physical changes in the world. Examples include but are not limited to melting 
of glaciers, endangerment of wildlife species due to industry, reshaping of landscape 
geomorphologies, acceleration of the hydrologic cycle etc. (Harriss, 2012: 4). 
 
Melting of glaciers, global warming, depletion of fish stocks and rise of sea levels are of concern 
not only locally in the Arctic, but have gone on to become issue of great global importance, due 
to in part the potential span of their negative impacts (Harriss, 2012: 4). Especially mining is 
claimed to have disastrous consequences for the ecosystem (Bland, 2014),  and these 
                                               
3
 The total value of a specific type of production at the end of a total year. 
4
 This includes companies such as Sumitomo, Anglo America, Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., Koch Industries, 
Exxon, BP, Shell, Kennecott and Rio Tinto among many others 
5
 Subsistence has many definitions, but can be defined as “harvesting natural, renewable resources to provide food 
for one´s own household, for gifts for others or to exchange outside the market economy” (Poppel & Kruse, 2009: 
39). 
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consequences are now more than ever striking eyes, ears and noses in faraway regions (Beck, 
1992: 55). The Arctic has become the world´s “barometer of health”, meaning that if something 
is wrong in the Arctic, something is wrong everywhere (Cone, 2005: 45). This creates the notion 
that the Arctic is a place that belongs to everyone and is therefore everyone´s business (King, 
2014) - making everyone a stakeholder, as anyone affected by or having a stake in an issue 
should have a voice in its resolution (Bäckstrand, 2006: 475).  
 
It is of course paradoxical that one of the world’s biggest polluters is also one of the largest 
drivers when it comes to environmental protection. The US Federal Government acknowledges 
environmental threats, and has for many years acted as a leader in environmental regulation 
(Desombre, 2000: 5). The country has some of the most stringent environmental laws in the 
world, and the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), is considered the gold standard for assessing major projects with potential 
damage to the natural environment (Burger, 2014). Alarmingly though, the US only ranks 43 on 
the newest version of the Environmental Sustainability Index (ESI), which ranks 146 countries 
based on 21 indicators of pollution and natural resource management (SEDAC, 2015). This 
testifies to the fact that despite the US being the founder of the EIA-tool, this does not 
necessarily make it the prime practitioner. 
  
EIA essentially deals with proactive assessment of potential environmental damage caused by 
industry, which emphasizes early public inclusion in the assessment process as one of the most 
important components. Due to the increasingly global nature of many environmental problems, 
global actors see the relevance of lobbying against environmental implications, by attempting to 
produce flexible responses that allow for adjustments to the complexity and variety of the 
concrete conditions (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 13). However, this poses the question of how 
effective are these global actors in influencing these conditions? Many theories speak of the great 
potential of these actors - working at a global level - to lobby policies and environmental 
decision-making of other countries, but how does this work in praxis? 
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The US is a liberal democracy, preaching deliberative democracy and inclusion, which is “the 
moral belief in democratic societies that the individual has the right to be informed, to be 
consulted and to express his or her views on matters which affect them personally” (Petts, 1999: 
146). More participation, transparency and accountability is by conventional wisdom seen as the 
basis for stronger environmental policies and better institutional frameworks for dealing with 
sustainable development challenges (Bäckstrand, 2006: 470). One can therefore be seduced into 
believing that a country focused on environmental preservation, assessment, democratic values, 
and public inclusion and knowledge sharing would be open to global inclusion of environmental 
concerns in assessing industrial activities in the state of Alaska. After all EIA processes are 
constantly changing in the face of a shifting environment of politics and managerial capabilities, 
visualizing environmental values in a complex and increasingly interconnected world 
(Chadwick, 2006: 13).  
 
However, one should be skeptical of this notion acknowledging that the US has often 
demonstrated that it possesses enough political and economic power to insulate itself from other 
countries policies and norms, in cases where they could compromise their national security and 
financial interest. Based on these concerns my problem formulation will be focusing on the 
ability of Global Environmental Interest Groups to influence environmental debates locally. 
 
1.2. Problem formulation 
 
● How do Global Environmental Interest Groups influence environmental policy in 
the state of Alaska? 
 
This problem formulation is based on the premise that Global Environmental Interest Groups 
include any actors that have opinions or stakes in environmental policy, and include not only 
NGOs or social movements but also transnational corporations, investors etc. While claimed that 
Global Environmental Interest Groups have the potential for challenging national environmental 
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policy, the US, despite founded on deliberative democracy and environmental policy, is strong 
enough to withstand external pressures. 
 
1.3. Research Questions 
 
● Research question 1: How can we analytically understand global inclusion of actors 
in environmental policy-making? 
● Research question 2: How can we understand US environmental policy and 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in a global context? 
● Research question 3: How are Global Environmental Interest Groups involved in 
the Pebble Mine project in Alaska? 
● Research question 4: How have (if at all) different Global Environmental Interest 
Groups been able to influence the Pebble Mine project in Alaska? 
 
1.4. Outline of thesis 
This thesis is divided into seven chapters where Chapter 1) provides the overall introduction to 
the project including problem area, problem formulation and research questions; Chapter 2) 
presents the methodological background for this thesis; Chapter 3) present the theoretical and 
analytical approach used in this thesis to understand global inclusion of actors in national 
environmental policy-making. This chapter does so by trying to answer Research Question 1: 
How can we analytically understand global inclusion of actors in environmental policy-making? 
This will be answered by introducing and discussing theories of global Democratic Network 
Governance. Chapter 4) focuses on environmental policy in the US within a global context by 
answering Research Question 2: How can we understand US environmental policy and 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in a global context? Chapter 5) answers research 
Question 3: How are Global Environmental Interest Groups involved in the Pebble Mine project 
in Alaska? The chapter introduces the Pebble Mine project, looking at global environmental 
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actors involved in the debate of industry versus environmental preservation. Chapter 6)
6
 answers 
Research Question 4: How have (if at all) Global Environmental Interest Groups been able to 
influence the Pebble Mine project in Alaska? This chapter discusses and analyzes if and how 
global actors can influence environmental policy-making at a national level, using the case of the 
Pebble Mine in Alaska. The final chapter; Chapter 7) provides the conclusion to this thesis, 
returning to the overall problem statement. This thesis ends with a bibliography.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                               
6
 The analysis and discussion chapter is tied together into one, in order to create a more coherent and holistic 
analysis for answering my problem formulation. 
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Chapter 2. Methods 
 
2.1. Research Design 
As a student of global studies, one is told that globalization is one of the great explanations as to 
why contemporary society is the way it is. Goods, values and people are in a state of constant 
flux, crossing national borders, and influencing every corner of the world (Sørensen & Torfing, 
2006). There is no longer a place that is left untouched; there is no longer a place in the world 
that has withstood the forces of globalization. While I overall believe in this, I am at the same 
time skeptical of the universalism of these claims. In my opinion, the forces of globalization are 
not as evenly spread as it is often postulated (O’Byrne & Hensby, 2011:1). There are regions that 
to a greater extant possess the ability to withstand external influence, and there are actors that are 
more successful in influencing areas of concern than others.  
 
I am personally skeptical of theories that make bold claims to know how and what the world is 
constituted of, and I am skeptical of theories that postulate without empirical underpinnings. I 
have therefore dedicated a great deal of my time along my studies to obtain practical and real life 
experience within the field of my academic interest, by both volunteering and interning for three 
NGOs: Plan Denmark, Tanana Valley American Red Cross, and the Arctic department of the 
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) in Copenhagen. As a volunteer and intern, I became 
familiar with the operationalization of NGOs in praxis, both their strengths and weaknesses. I 
have furthermore become aware that to some extent, the normative theoretical perception of 
these entities and their capabilities may be exaggerated. “Where there is will there is a way”, as 
the old saying goes, but it seems that theorists interested in globality need to dedicate more of 
their time to the “real world” in order to make the external validity of their claims stronger and 
more coherent.   
 
I have a special interest in the contemporary nature of environmental politics, as well as a 
personal affiliation to Alaska, emerging from having lived there and being married to a second 
generation Alaskan. This master thesis will explore how Global Environmental Actors operate in 
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accordance to the theoretical structure of Democratic Network Governance, and how if at all 
they influence local decision-making in the area of environmental policy in praxis, using Alaska 
as an illustrative case study. The global actors I will focus on are nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs), intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), transnational corporations (TNCs), and the 
general public
7
. 
 
This thesis’s starting point for the above reasons is inductive – starting by first objectively 
looking at my chosen empirical field and material. I thereafter move towards a more deductive 
approach in order to understand how democratic participation is managed globally. Here 
readings aiming at construing a theoretical perspective assisting in exploring Democratic 
Network Governance have contributed in furthering my investigation. This thesis will 
subsequently be abductive, as it will look at both the empirical material and the derived 
conclusion, and be critical of the theory’s framing and operationalization of it. Additionally, I 
will contribute with suggestions to alternative or complementary theories for answering the 
problem formulation - attempting to explain how institutions matter through the formal and 
informal rules they enforce within the realm of environmental policy (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 
33). This investigation will furthermore attempt to avoid normative thinking even though it is 
inherently a difficult endeavor. 
 
The ontological claim of this thesis is that there is a wide range of global actors with an interest 
in global environmental policy, and they have grown increasingly interconnected through global 
media coverage and technology improvements since the 1960s and 1970s. They possess the 
ability to alter the classical hierarchical political structure in a given location by lobbying, in 
order to include different actors’ opinions in local decision-making processes. In regards to my 
epistemology, I will endeavor to show that reality in regards to political influence is complex. I 
will work within a theoretical framework that enables me to prove this assumption while at the 
same time make sense of the channels of influence within the context of Democratic Network 
Governance. To accomplish this I will implement secondary empirical data and an illustrative 
                                               
7
 Generally, “the public” is split into two categories 1): voluntary groups and issues-based pressure groups and 2) 
the peoples living near the proposed development (Chadwick, 2006: 160). 
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case study. Despite their complexity - liberal theories constitute the theoretical core and 
backbone of the investigation of this thesis, as they are multifaceted theories that allow for a 
holistic investigation of my area of interest. Liberal theories study components of social, 
economic, institutional and political change, and work with notions of modernization and 
progress in their theoretical foundation, which will enable me to study the influence of global 
progress at different levels (Jackson & Sørensen, 2010: 119).  
 
The core theory of this thesis deals with “Democratic Network Governance” as developed by 
Sørensen & Torfing 2006. It is complemented by other critical readings of liberal theory; 
Cruikshank 1999; Delanty 2003; Törnquist et al. 2009, Avant et al. 2010; Castells 1998; 
Bäckstrand 2006; Lovan 2004; Mythen 2014; Jackson & Sørensen 2010 and Karns & Mingst 
2010. It should be noted that these theories and writings do not necessarily deal with democratic 
networks governance specifically, but they are overlapping in their focus on globalization, 
democracy, state power, alternative power actors, stakeholder theory, governance, value regimes 
etc., and are therefore found adequate for supplementing and exploring the limitations of each 
other’s theoretical claims. Therefore, when I refer to “the theory” in this thesis, it should be 
understood as a conglomeration of all of these above-mentioned theories.  
 
In order to test the external validity of the theoretical framework, I will operationalize the 
theoretical claims and empirical data in a case study. In order to create a background for the 
discussion I will look at US environmental politics in general. The US is the founding country of 
the environmental impact assessment tool (EIA); this tool is increasingly being replicated in 
other countries, and has thereby resulted in more global environmental oversight. One example 
of a large-scale project with predicted negative global consequences is the Pebble Mine in the 
state of Alaska. This specific project has received a lot of national attention, which has also 
called for global participation in the management of this issue. I will therefore be implementing 
the Pebble Mine as an illustrative case study to test the validity of the theoretical claims 
presented by global Democratic Network Governance regarding the ability of Global 
Environmental Interest Groups ability to influence the operations of the Pebble Mine. 
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2.2. Illustrative case study 
The Pebble Mine is a contemporary and controversial mining project, with the potential to 
become the second largest mining project in the world, and the largest open pit mine in the 
northern hemisphere. It is often argued that the mine could potentially have global destructive 
environmental consequences. Operating the mine has the potential to collapse one of the world's 
largest salmon spawning sites, which is an important part of the global fishing industry, but the 
area is also important for recreational purposes and for local subsistence practices. Despite the 
interest of major transnational corporations, looking to extract resources, which could financially 
benefit local Alaskans, the project has temporarily been blocked by the US Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Using the Pebble Mine as a case study, is an attempt to show that as 
the twenty-first century unfolds, the process of globalization continues to disperse through 
economic and political institutions. This renders visible the connections between global shifts in 
policy and local actions, and thereby revealing if global opinion has an influence on the local 
level in this specific case (Mythen, 2004: 1).  
 
2.3. Choice of data 
Overall, the empirical data used for this thesis has all been secondary and mainly qualitative. I 
have read numerous books, articles, newspaper articles, scientific journals etc. on Democratic 
Network Governance, public participation, environmental governance, societal structures, 
democracy, US environmental politics, TNCs, NGOs, etc., in order to get a holistic 
understanding of global environmental governance and participation in particular. I wanted to 
gain an understanding of how the global community is included in important environmental 
decision-making at a local level. I wanted to create a coherent structure for my thesis by first 
introducing the reader to the theoretical context, the US environmental policy area working 
within a global context, and then look at a contemporary case study in order to understand how 
the components of the theory work in action.   
 
In regards to my choice of case study, in particular, I did a quick survey of contemporary mining 
projects worldwide, and the Pebble Mine project came up as being one of the most controversial 
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and contemporary mining projects. I concluded that a mining project of this scale with extensive 
media coverage from different political and non-political entities would have enough data 
available to study it within the theoretical framework of Democratic Network Governance. I then 
made a list of all IGOs, NGOs, TNCs, politicians, grassroots etc. that have a stake in the Pebble 
Mine project. I thereafter started systematically looking them up one by one and noting the 
public opinions of each actor, and the nature of the actor(s) involvement in the mining project. I 
thereafter categorized the actors and their opinions into respective groups, in order to discuss 
their interlinkages and ability to exert pressure on policymakers in accordance to my theory in 
my analysis and discussion chapter – thereby enabling me to answer my problem formulation.  
  
2.4. Limitations of theory and data 
The theoretical context of Democratic Network Governance is as a specific research area still 
young and has not yet become manifested into a new paradigm with its own clear-cut definitions, 
taxonomies and methods (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 6). Furthermore, the theory does not work 
in a classical sense of aiming to establish deterministic causalities with a law-like character, but 
rather attempts to produce open-ended knowledge. Its theoretical underpinning and explanatory 
ambitions are not always as clearly delineated as one might wish. The theory tends to borrow 
concepts and arguments from other scholars in the field, thus producing a somewhat eclectic and 
multifaceted theoretical landscape (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 7). All of this is apparent when 
attempting to operationalize the theory of Democratic Network Governance. In my opinion, the 
theory should more be considered a “suggestive theory” or think piece. It is suggestive in the 
sense that it attempts to make very broad statements about the world that are assumed to be 
globally applicable. However, the exact nature and applicability is unclear, as it can be difficult 
to extract the main propositions of the theory and from there conduct an investigation to either 
approve or reject its key propositions and statements.  
  
The external reliability of the theory can to some extent be proven by looking at quantitative 
measures. Claims that cross-continental industry and environmental non-state actors and interest 
groups have grown since the 1960s and 1970s can easily be proven, but qualitative assessments 
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of these groups operations are less assertive. Overall, the theory has weak external reliability, as 
the theory makes assumptions about the world without providing concrete examples or rigid 
steps for conducting an investigation of its claims. The theory provides few examples of actors 
and fora in which different policy issues have been dealt with, but no concrete example of how 
these groups are interconnected. Therefore, as there are few concrete examples, it is difficult to 
obtain data from actors needed to support or reject the theoretical claims (Lund, 2014: 226). The 
degree of external validity of the theory is therefore also low, as it is based on empirical 
generalization - making claims to represent globality (Lund, 2014: 226). Claiming that global 
actors can broaden the democratic realm of inclusion by lobbying national governments is at best 
normative or even utopian. It may be true in some cases but far from all, as the theory does not 
distinguish between different countries, scenarios or conditions. 
 
Despite my initial skepticism with the truth statements of the theory, my hope is that when I  
start exploring the different Global Environmental Interest Groups and their objectives and 
interactions in regards to the Pebble Mine, that the theory will reveal itself to me, and expose its 
weaknesses and strengths in regards its practical applicability. I aim to understand how these 
networks of actors work in regards to both exerting force on national environmental policy-
making, and how they work as alternative or reinforcing mechanisms for managing 
environmental policies in regards to the mining industry. 
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Chapter 3. Theory: global democratic network(s), essence and action 
 
“In a world of multiple demoi and multiple governance mechanisms, perhaps the time 
has come to move beyond models of democracy, and towards thinking instead about 
processes of democratization that can be applied in any context, without reference to any 
ideal end state” (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 269-270). 
 
Contemporary democracies entail a complexity of relationships and behaviors (Lovan et al., 
2004: 242). Society is now dealing with a major transformation in areas of capitalism, politics 
and law globally, and therefore we are consequently in the need of a paradigm shift in both the 
social sciences and global politics in order to deal with this shift (Mythen, 2004: 5). Democratic 
Network Governance is one of the theoretical tools applied to study and make sense of these 
contemporary changes - studying societies´ political and social modus operandi. More 
specifically, since the 1960s and 1970s - global democratic networks have been studying the 
boom in NGOs and other social movements in more detail, as well as post World War II 
industrialization. 
 
In this chapter, I will set out to answer Research question 1: How can we analytically understand 
global inclusion of actors in environmental policy-making? This will be answered by: 1) 
explaining the background of the Democratic Network Governance theory and how has it 
emerged? As well as; 2) explain what global democratic networks consist of; 3); how do 
democratic networks operate? And finally; 4) what do they want to achieve? My aim is to reach 
a holistic perception of Democratic Network Governance, which helps explore participation in 
my case study, the focus of chapter 5, when studying the illustrative case study of the Pebble 
Mine in Alaska and the further discussion in Chapter 6.  
 
3.1. How has Democratic Network Governance emerged as a theory? 
It is no longer possible to narrow the debate of global issues to that of national or local 
governments only, as constitutional democracies are not capable of solving an issue of global 
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nature on its own. It is therefore claimed that a new society has emerged; one that cuts across 
nation state boundaries, comprised of a web of transnational connections between people, 
networks and institutions. These connections are making the world become an arena of single 
unit analysis, and are therefore changing the view of the nation-state being the only arena of 
interest (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 18). The theoretical framework of Democratic Network 
Governance (hereafter DNG) is based on contemporary values, not focusing on classification in 
itself, but rather with providing new perspectives on how society is governed (Torfing & 
Sørensen, 2006: 11). The theory builds on ideas of proactive movements that reject the social 
make-up of politics and societies often believed to rely on patriarchalism and productivism 
(Castells, 1998: 371). The theory tries to show the merging of two worlds the global and the 
local, and how communities are now ambivalent entities that are both loyal and particular, 
nurtured by familiar social relations and proximity - yet now also in the face of globalization, 
constituting universal entities in which all participate (Delanty, 2003: 12).  
 
At the foundation of DNG is the claim that people are now more than ever connecting in 
globalized social networks rather than exclusively in local communal groups via the use of new 
technology (Delanty, 2003: 185). Global threats are highlighting the need for affected 
stakeholders to have a say in how to define threats and deal with them. This is the principle 
behind the “all-affected principle”, bearing on deliberative and decisional procedures 
(Bäckstrand, 2006: 475). DNG has consequentially sprung from increased risk awareness and as 
opposition to the “consumption society” (Castells, 1998: 358), which according to Ulrich Becks 
means living in a “risk society”, or more rigidly explained as "a systematic way of dealing with 
hazards and insecurities induced and introduced by modernization itself” (Beck, 1992: 21). 
Modernity, springing from the expansion of industrialization, has made us lose a meaningful 
relationship to our environment (Delanty, 2003: 58), which consequentially results in hazardous 
environmental impacts at a global level.  
 
The driving force behind our increased interconnectivity is globalization and improvements in 
technology, which lifts power and decision-making from the nation state to a higher level above 
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its boundaries, due to higher demands of international law and institutions of transnational 
governance (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 151). Ulrich Beck backs up this statement by stating that 
there is evidence of an ongoing form of ‘globalization from above’ through international treaties 
and the dictums of global political elites. The diversification of politics though nonetheless 
stimulates ‘globalization from below’ through the collective actions of groups acting outside of 
the formal democratic arena (Mythen, 2004. 160). This allows new actors to enter into the 
equation and influence local policy-making. 
 
3.2. What does the theory of Democratic Network Governance consist of? 
The term “network”, is used to demonstrate the interlinkages of actors and sites interacting with 
each other (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 8), and “governance” is defined as being “a process of 
participation which depends on networks of engagement, which attempts to embrace diversity in 
contemporary society, [and] seeks to reshape accountability relationships” (Lovan, 2004: 7-8). 
Democratic Governance Networks should not be perceived as secondary to the state, as states 
need to acknowledge that they are not alone in the endeavor of governance. The global political 
arena is full of different actors - international organizations, professional associations, 
corporations, advocacy groups, associations etc., that all seek to “govern” issues areas they care 
about (Avant et al., 2010: 1). The actors within the networks are not automatically empowered or 
gifted with the ability to know how to represent themselves or engage politically, these are things 
they need to learn. In order for the actors to gain these skills, they need to be constructed in and 
through institutionalized power strategies that allow them to become active, responsible, self-
regulating, and even democratic actors (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 40).  
 
Explaining who the actors of DNG are is hard without revealing how they work, as the essence 
of the actors lies in what they do. Overall, DNG consists of a variety of actors, but mainly they 
are “non-hierarchical forms of governance based on negotiated interaction between a plurality 
of public, semi-public and private actors” (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 3). The purpose of these 
actors is to expand the realm of inclusion in decision-making, by working within a flatter and 
more horizontal structure than the classical hierarchical political structure. These alternatives to 
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the state-centric mode of dealing with pressing issues have been embraced and accepted by the 
general public, as a way of dealing with “risk” in a new and different way, constituted by a 
“complex interaction of economic, social and political actors8, sites and processes” (Sørensen & 
Torfing, 2006: 9). The global and local strategies of governance are stabilized through 
institutional structures compacted into different regimes of opinions and objectives that are 
guiding the interactions of a multiplicity of actors (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 39-40). 
 
Overall, DNG is within a global context constituted by roughly four groups: states, non-state 
actors (NGOs), international governmental agencies (IGOs), and international law
9
 (Delanty, 
2003: 156). All of these are defined as “governors”, which are best described as “authorities 
that exercise power across borders for purposes of affecting policy. Governors thus create 
issues, set agendas, establish and implement rules or programs, and evaluate and/or adjudicate 
outcomes” (Avant et al., 2010: 105). The democratic governance networks offer a pluricentric 
governance structure instead of unicentric, as it involves a great degree of actors all trying to 
enforce and lobby for their own ideologies (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 12).  
 
The actors within these network place great emphasis on public participation, working as bridges 
between local and global political decision-making, “interfering” in decision-making processes 
in places far away from home. The increasing growth and expansion of multiple social 
movements and institutions globally in the world today is considered a new type of  network 
governance. A more rigid description of actors within DNG is:  
 
“1. A relatively stable horizontal articulation of interdependent, but relatively 
autonomous actors; 2. who interact (...); 3. within a regulative, normative, cognitive and 
imaginary framework; 4. that is self-regulating within limits set by external agencies; 
and 5. which contributes to the production of public purposes.” (Sørensen & Torfing, 
2006: 9).  
                                               
8
 In this thesis, these actors will be exemplified by NGOs, IGOs, TNCs and the general public. 
9
 Sørensen & Torfing, 2006, also include any other entity with a stake in the debate, in order to see how these 
entities work in relation to each other. Therefore, TNCs are also included as an important actor. 
                            Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907                        
                          
18 
 
According to the theory of Democratic Network Governance (DNG), all of these actors are 
working within the same network of interest, but do not necessarily share the same concerns or 
ideologies in regards to the specific subject, as they all have different backgrounds. There are 
many different groups operating on the global scene; - human rights NGOs, humanitarian 
organizations, environmental groups etc. that have all come to play a greater role in both 
domestic and global politics. These groups do not represent actors through elected 
representation; their roles is rather as a tool for speaking on the behalf of the public and engage 
them in the policy of advocacy – expanding the democratic participation of civil society 
(Törnquist et al., 2009: 35). In its most simple description; networks should be understood as 
strategies for establishing an institutional framework for more efficient negotiations, tied 
together through interdependence based on continuous engagement among the different partners 
(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 50; 58). DNG is the product of interaction between more or less 
rational actors that invest in institutionalized arrangements to improve their capacity to 
implement various policy ideas, working through a principle of consultation, authorization, and 
accountability (Törnquist et al., 2009: 37).  
 
3.3. How does Democratic Network Governance posit the way its actors operate? 
Globally, the networks within democratic governance can serve “as a way of recruiting, 
nurturing and organizing political sub-elites” (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 238), and thereby 
enhance mobility between ordinary citizens and political elites. They organize coordination 
processes between a wide range of autonomous actors as well as between state rule and self-
regulation. Globally, transnational relationships between people from all over the world might 
help create a new form of human society that can exist alongside or even in competition with the 
nation-state (Jackson & Sørensen, 2010: 99). These relationships try to expand the realm of 
inclusion - making the process policy more “legitimate”, through democratic deliberation of 
many different societal actors including scientific and business communities, government 
delegates, social movements etc. (Bäckstrand, 2006: 476).    
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All groups within the network of DNG are both dependent on one another’s resources and 
capacities, but at the same time operate autonomously by not being commanded by superiors to 
think or act in a certain way (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 10). Their relationship to the public is a 
two-way process; the groups need the public’s support, and in return have to be internally 
accountable to them. Overall, it seems that people are enticed to join and support these network 
groups  e.g. in cases of which there is limited trust in the government to solve problems on its 
own, or when not enough inclusion is in place causing a “democratic deficit” - leaving a 
political vacuum in which other political cultures can prosper (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 23). 
Democratic networks target a variety of different issues to which they consider that both 
governments and the global market are incapable of handling themselves, and they perceive 
themselves as new forms of negotiated governance, (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 2), by being 
universal in both their subjects and relevance (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 24).  
 
These networks are trying to make the world more democratic by involving more actors into the 
political realm, in order to close the democratic deficit in global governance (Karns & Mingst, 
2010: 250). Despite to some extent working in opposition to the government, democratic 
network actors have in most liberal or democratic countries been embraced as a means to 
‘govern at a distance’, allowing intermediary groups ( e.g. citizen groups, professionals, 
voluntary organizations, social partners and private firms) to construct self-regulating networks 
of responsible actors (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 6). The networks are appealing to the public, as 
they do not work from a hierarchical top-down structure, but can also provide locally based 
groups with opportunities to reinvent themselves through new economic, cultural and political 
opportunities (Delanty, 2003: 149). However, despite democratic networks working within a 
global context, they are essentially the projects of locally based communities (Delanty, 2003: 
158). 
 
DNG represent a new way of democracy by taking it to the next level, as it reaches for a new 
level of governance that combines the local with the global, thereby broadening the democratic 
realm of inclusion. Furthermore, it can help to qualify political decision-making, as normally the 
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actors within the networks all possess a great degree of awareness of the issues they are dealing 
with (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 13). Democratic networks are allowing to deal with especially 
complex, uncertain and conflict-ridden policy problems in a different manner (Sørensen & 
Torfing, 2006: 12) taking place within a context of “glocalization”; the mixing of the local with 
the global (Delanty, 2003: 149). Their framework of interaction is altering power relations and 
challenging traditional local policies but not necessarily weakening influence; as Delanty points 
out “globalization is not necessarily of local communities but can empower them” (Delanty, 
2003: 64). Globalization has a strong influence on the networks by compressing the world; 
making it smaller and more physically interconnected, and as a response; it creates an awareness 
that we as individuals are of the same world, the same place (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 11).  
 
Thereby, democratic networks can be used as a tool for something coined the “boomerang 
effect”; meaning that local groups that are being blocked at the national level, can use these 
networks in order to lobby other organizations and states to help “unblock” decision-making at 
the national level (Kaldor, 2013: 96). The different actors within DNG most certainly can be 
organizations, but the network itself might not always be, as in some cases where there is little 
agreement within the network, they will lack the defining characteristics of organizations in 
terms of an overriding and unifying objective. These networks sometimes lack the political 
leadership capable of imposing formal sanctions on its participants, or a chain of command that 
permits governing by decree (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 26). 
 
3.4. What does the theory of Democratic Network Governance wish to achieve? 
The overall objective of DNG is to broaden the democratic arena of interactions - facilitated by 
improved technology and heightened media - and challenge traditional political structures. It is 
claimed that actors within a networked global society are capable of plugging into global 
networks in order to exert pressure both locally but also within political structures in order to 
regulate change (Adams, 2009: 376). The rise of democratic governance spurs from the fact that 
“policy, defined as the attempt to achieve a desired outcome, is a result of governing processes 
that are no longer fully controlled by the government, but subject to negotiations between a wide 
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range of public, semi-public and private actors” (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 4). However, more 
specifically, the networks main objective is to produce identities, ideologies and common hopes 
linked to the public, by increasing public participation in policy-making (Sørensen & Torfing, 
2006: 11).  
 
In order for DNG to produce the desired outcomes of being a mediator between civil society, the 
state and economy (Bäckstrand, 2006: 476), it groups and actors needs to show a high degree of 
“output legitimacy” or “effectiveness”, in the shape of reaching agreement between the different 
stakeholders, across public and private partnerships (Bäckstrand, 2006: 478-479). One of the 
most contemporary democratic theories studying the impact of DNG on local decision-making is 
the theory of post-liberal democracy. There is no rigid definition of what this theory is, but it is 
explained as dealing with what “improved” democracy might look like, by studying influences 
on power from below (Wolf, 2012: 1). Classical liberal democratic theories perceive governance 
networks as a threat to democracy, by undermining the borderline between state and society. 
Postliberal theory also acknowledge network potential for illegitimizing the influence of the 
nation state, but the same time focuses more on the empowering aspects of the networks for 
expanding the democratic realm of inclusion at a national level (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 235). 
 
Postliberal theory acknowledges that democratic networks are penetrating the borders of the 
world's constructed societies, as communities are not rigid but fluid and open to change 
(Delanty, 2003: 47), and while the state will remain the main “enforcer” of rules, it is 
acknowledged that groups within the governance network can help governments reach the more 
“excluded” (Pearce, 2010: 14). DNG movements can help “deepen the democratic process” 
(Kaldor, 2013: 85). This means that while globalization may be responsible for the fragmentation 
of many forms of local communities, it has also led to the formation of new ones and reinvention 
of others and should thereby be viewed as something with positive potential (Delanty, 2003: 
149). Postliberal theory has different sub theories
10
, but its overall objective is to illustrate how 
democratic governance networks could positively contribute to a new type of democracy 
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 See appendix 1. 
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(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 235). Thereby, broadening the scope of democracy allowing new 
voices to be included, and renouncing the classic political institutions of representative 
democracy and make it more participatory. 
 
Despite the interest that postliberal theory holds in relation to the positive potential for 
democracy of DNG, it is important to emphasize that the theory overall does not perceive the 
networks as the saviors of democracy (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 239). These networks could 
potentially undermine elites by substituting a very formal structure for a less formal, deemed 
unfavorable in situations where politics might be better left for the state to handle. This could 
e.g. be in cases where the lack of delegation of power and responsibilities on a national, regional 
and local level, could compromise the internal democratic legitimacy of citizens, making it more 
difficult for the state to deal with other nation states and political actors. 
 
DNG might also directly or indirectly exclude certain groups and delegate too much authority to 
others (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 55), minimizing the overall public inclusion, or favor the 
majority´s chosen discourses over the minority, and thereby undermining the idea of democracy 
(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 245). At the same time the opposite could also occur, in which too 
much authority is delegated to too many groups; fragmenting political decision-making, and 
thereby making decisions hard to operationalize (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 241-242). Networks 
might also fail in providing strong enough links and bridges to enable different political entities 
to work together efficiently over a shared initiative or concern (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 243). 
Even if democratic governance did become truly global, international institutions might make 
cooperation “easier” or more likely, but may not by themselves guarantee a qualitative 
transformation of international relations (Jackson & Sørensen, 2010: 106). Nonetheless, Global 
Democratic Governance overall believes that with the right supervision, a sort of “meta-
governance” structure could overcome some of these issues (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 242). 
 
Despite the overall positive outlook of postliberal theory for  greater global democracy as a 
consequence of DNG, its power lies with its degree of output and input legitimacy in praxis - 
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meaning how effective are these governance systems in solving problems and conflicts as well as 
include different stakeholder interests? (Bäckstrand, 2006: 473).  Explored this can be done by 
looking at the actions and opinions of actors within network governance exemplified with a case 
study, which will be the objective of Chapter 5. 
 
3.5. Conclusion to Chapter 3 
The theory of Democratic Network Governance (DNG) is very broad and holistic making it hard 
to grasp and pin down, as it occasionally becomes lofty. However its many interesting truth 
claims in regards to the construction of global society, are relevant for explaining mechanism of 
influence in policy-making, best explored through the application of a case study. The theory 
introduces different groups of actors and their normative objectives, but does not account for 
how these different groups operate, how they attempt to expand the democratic realm of 
inclusion nationally, or to what extent they are successful as few case studies are included. Even 
one of the greatest writers on risk and alternative power structures, Ulrich Beck, who examines 
the broader interrelationship between humans and the environment, has been criticized for not 
being critical enough (Gabe, 2004: 158). It is easy to believe that the overall aim of democratic 
governance theory is to institutionalize issues in order to deal with them within political realms, 
but in essence, the theory seems more concerned with inclusion from a bottom-up perspective. 
How do state and non-state actors manage to mobilize themselves in regards to an issue of 
importance, is there enough agreement between them to enable a bond over common concerns? 
Ultimately, how does this affect changes in national policy?  
 
Exploring these notions seem best done through a case study in which it can be determined if the 
objectives of DNG have been successful and to what extent. In praxis, is the world as 
interconnected as claimed by the theoretical proponents? Additionally, will the global 
community be successful in changing the policies of another country? The Pebble Mine, a 
contemporary and controversial mining project with potential to negatively impact the global 
community, has become a global concern through the dispersion of media. This has spurred 
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global statements from different groups of actors that can be analyzed and assessed and help 
answer the over problem formulation of this thesis.  
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Chapter 4. The US and global environmentalism on the rise  
 
“[N]atural resources must be developed and preserved for the benefit of the many, and 
not merely the profit of the few. Conservation means the greatest good for the greatest 
number for the longest time” (Andrews, 1999: 136).  
 
In this chapter I will take a closer look at how global debate can be an important component in 
establishing environmental policy in an increasingly interconnected world. It will attempt to 
answer Research Question 2: How can we understand US environmental policy and 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) in a global context? This chapter first provides a short 
introduction to the importance of national environmental policy for global environmentalism, 
and thereafter moves towards more specifically looking at the case of the Pebble Mine in Alaska. 
 
4.1. Environmental concerns become national concerns 
“Earth Day”, first celebrated on April 22, 1970, is the prime symbol of a new era of increased 
political concern for environmental conservation, greater public inclusion and stronger legal 
constraints on exploitation of natural resources (Andrews, 1999: 225). This era experienced a 
noticeable growth in social and cultural movements emerging with an intense focus on 
environmentalism, human rights, ethnic equality and grassroots democracy (Castells,1998: 359),  
all agreeing on more rigid management of private businesses and their effect on the environment 
(Andrews, 1999: 107). At the same time, the world was experiencing improvements in 
technology and media coverage, resulting in especially nature preservation groups increasingly 
using the media as a tool for reaching international support for national issues
11
, resulting in 
increased public demand for equitable environmental quality (Andrews, 1999: 225). 
 
In the US, the indoctrination of environmental concern in the legal system has always formally 
existed since the initial colonization of the continent, a time of intense resource exploitation 
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 One of the US national problems with international consequences, was the discovery that nuclear fallout from 
above ground testing had dispersed globally (Andrews, 1999: 212). 
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(Cramer, 1998: 151), and the US is also the founder of the Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIA) tool, which has become the gold standard for many countries around the world (Burger, 
2014). US - EIA was established in 1969 - a child of NEPA and EPA - emphasizing the need for 
a more systematic, holistic and alternative approach to political assessment than traditional linear 
models (Chadwick, 2006: 13). The objective of the EIA is to both inform but also provide 
alternative proposed actions to decision makers and the affected public in order to help mitigate, 
minimize or avoid possible negative impacts on the environment (Felleman, 2013). In 1995, the 
National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA) recommended Congress to give EPA legal 
title for overseeing national ambient standards, while leaving US states accountable for about 90 
percent of all environmental enforcement  as well as more than 90 percent of all permits (Faure 
& Vig, 2004: 139). 
 
The EIA has been embraced as an important interdisciplinary tool for analyzing “natural, human 
health, and socio-cultural effects which are expected to result from public and private sector 
actions such as development projects” (Felleman, 2013). More importantly, an EIA should bring 
public environmental concerns into decision-making (Petts, 1999: 1), as public participation is 
one of the most important parts of US-EIA. According to the Administrative Procedures Act 
(APA) of 1946, any entity responsible for the establishment of an industrial project must provide 
advance notice and opportunity for comment, normally including public hearings, and substantial 
evidence for their choice of decision-making (Andrews, 1999: 66). Public participation is 
important in democratic countries, in which citizens are perceived as instruments of political 
power instead of mere participants, and therefore movements and organizations enjoy a greater 
say in influencing politics (Delanty, 2003: 65).  
 
Furthermore, in the US, another integral part of the EIA is the Social Impact Assessment (SIAs), 
which to an even greater extent emphasizes the need to include public opinion in relation to 
industrial projects (Chadwick et. al., 2005: 7). SIA entails:  
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“processes of analyzing, monitoring and managing the intended and unintended social 
consequences, both positive and negative, of planned interventions (policies, programs, 
plans, projects) and any social change processes invoked by those interventions” 
(SIAhub, 2010).  
 
The purpose of the assessment is to bring about a more equitable and sustainable human and 
biophysical environment for all humans (SIAhub, 2010). In the US with a large population of 
indigenous peoples, special attention is furthermore paid to changes in these specific groups’ 
environment and what impacts potentially could mean for their social, cultural and economic 
livelihood. 
 
Today's approaches to analyzing environmental impact are nonetheless not only limited to the 
national level, but should be looked at more greatly within a global framework (Petts, 1999: 1), 
encouraging people to “think globally, act locally” (Desombre, 2000: 249). New communication 
technologies are allowing the global ´public` to gain a greater understanding of potential 
consequences of a specific investment project not only on a local but also global level (Cramer, 
1998: 178). Any affected population can become ’citizens’ in an EIA process if they can obtain 
information on and engage in dispute settlement proceedings, and many international entities and 
populations have shown interest in improved EIA and increased trans-national cooperation. 
Already in 1995, the Transatlantic Environment Dialogue (TAED) was established as a forum 
for meeting with groups of private NGOs, business enterprises and pro-globalization movements, 
setting out to lobby home governments for more cooperation in joint environmental issues (Faure 
& Vig, 2004: 229-331)
12
. 
 
As a result, EIA systems are now in place in more than 100 countries and in many international 
organizations such as the UNEP, the World Bank, the Organizations for Economic Cooperation 
and Development (OECD) etc. (Clarke & Harvey, 2012: 11). Despite Global Environmental 
                                               
12
 In 1998, the National Wildlife Federation (NWF), one of the US´s largest conservation groups, also set out to 
explore the possibilities for greater transatlantic dialogue on environmental policy issues (Faire & Vig, 2004: 334). 
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Impact Assessments (GEIAs) only being an example of “soft law” initiatives, the number and 
size of them are both large and growing e.g. between mid - 1980s to the mid - 1990s, two to 
three GEIAs were completed a year (Clarke et al., 2006: 3). The EIA strives to follow a fixed set 
of international guidelines, as international agreement on “good practice” guidelines is 
important, but the EIA is also adjusted to fit the individual jurisdiction and character of the 
national environment. This is necessary for strengthening the “resilience” of the specific country 
in order to cope and adjust to change, improve the degree of public interest as well as the 
mitigation and management of potential negative environmental impacts (Petts, 1999: 86).  
 
Consequentially, due to “hard law” approaches to environmental management, states today have 
to take into account a range of international agreements, which constrain their national choices 
(Kaldor, 2007/08: 37). International trends and forces are gaining increased influence on national 
environmental policy, as most pressing environmental issues now are global in nature, such as 
e.g. depletion of fisheries, global warming, impacts of mineral extraction etc. States have, in 
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the principles of international law, the 
sovereign right to exploit their own resources pursuant to their own environmental policies, but 
are also subject to the responsibility of ensuring that activities within their jurisdiction or control 
do not cause damage to the environment of other states or of areas beyond national jurisdiction. 
This is known as the “the principle of due diligence” and “the principle of no-harm” (Bastmeijer, 
2007: 4). The Permanent Court of Arbitration (PBA) has furthermore specified that 
`environment´ does not only have to be limited to the economic value to man, but should also 
encompass the intrinsic values of the environment, e.g. the aesthetic value of wilderness, 
ecosystems, biological diversity etc. (Bastmeijer, 2007: 5-6). 
 
Global environmental management has become interlinked with the International Standard on 
Environmental Management Systems (ISO 14001) and the International Association for Impact 
Assessment (IAIA) (Faure & Vig, 2004: 147). It can be said said to ‘depoliticize’ the issues 
related to exploitation of natural resources and assessment, by making it a technical issue and 
embedding it in an “audit culture” with focus on rule-following instead of content tracing 
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(Strathern 2000), and EIA thereby becomes part of how wider systems of ‘neoliberal’ power 
operates (Vestergaard et al. 2011). This has encouraged initiatives for more international 
cooperation in order to prevent and alleviate the destruction of humankind’s global environment 
(Cramer, 1998: 88). 
 
Nationally, NEPA is a legal tool, which in combination with litigation, another strong component 
of the US legal system, are used to obtain inclusion and “justice” for those believing that rules 
have been broken and for keeping someone liable for environmental damage (Clarke & Harvey, 
2006: 25). The courts serve as tools for holding the “perpetrator” accountable for breaking 
standards, ensuring that citizens can sue both the “violator” and the state agency claimed 
inadequate in upholding standards (Faure & Vig, 2004: 120). Thereby the US public can sue the 
government, and therefore TNCs are subjects to an even greater degree of environmental 
oversight. Additionally, global influence may be able to either strengthen the degree of 
environmental oversight, or potentially loosening it, depending on the influence of actors and the 
market.  
 
What is important to acknowledge is that in order for environmental policy to become truly 
democratic, knowledge needs to be shared and discussed among citizens at all levels, and not 
only within highly political fora. Decision-making should avoid becoming exclusive and thereby 
left for the few, as it ultimately violates the importance of public inclusion. Public participation 
within all levels of EIA should be viewed as an important part of democracy, as a tool “intended 
to help people help themselves” (Cruikshank, 1999: 4). Despite legal inclusion in EIA is kept at 
the national level, including the global community in EIA processes could be important in cases 
where potentially negative consequences to the environment are not limited to local jurisdiction 
only. 
 
4.2. Wildlife and natural resources, a topic for global discussion? 
In many ways it can be said that nature and wildlife conservation has the most deep seated root 
in the history of sustainable development thinking (Adams, 2009: 29). There are signs of 
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international interest in the preservation of the natural environment already taking place in 1956, 
when the International Union for the Protection of Nature (IUPN) with thirty-two countries and 
seven international organizations proposed that the IUPN should in assistance of development 
agencies carry out surveys on the impact of development projects. In the 1960s, more funding 
was also placed with investigating the social and economic issues tied to natural resource 
extraction both within the US, but also internationally (Adams, 2009: 35-36). Despite these being 
soft approaches to environmental oversight, they represent increased concerns with the way in 
which humans manage their environment. 
 
One of the most contemporary and controversial issues of global environmental concern is the 
Pebble Mine project in the state of Alaska. The Pebble Mine is property of the state of Alaska, 
located in the Bristol Bay region of Southwest Alaska (the Pebbleminepartnership, 2015). 
Originally named Pebble Beach, the mining site was “discovered” in 1987 by Cominco Alaska 
Exploration (CAE) (USGS, 2015). The discovery led to initial exploratory drillings in 1989 and 
continued drillings until 1997. In 2001 the Canadian company, Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., 
bought the 480km2 area from CAE, and in 2005 Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd. discovered 
80.6 billion pounds of porphyry copper, 107.4 million ounces of gold, and 5.6 billion pounds of 
molybdenum mineral deposits buried beneath the ground (Dobb, 2010). This makes it the second 
largest ore deposit in the world and is set to become the largest open-pit mine in the northern 
hemisphere (Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., 2015). Northern Dynasty conducted a pre-
feasibility study in 2008, a feasibility study in 2011 and plans to initiate extracting in 2015 
(Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., 2015).  
 
The mine has been heavily debated in US media, and as of spring 2015, a search using a 
combination of three words “the Pebble Mine” on google, gives an instant hit of over four 
million results. The debate is generally split between the potential pros and cons associated with 
development of the mine. The pros would be visible from investments into infrastructure, new 
jobs, schools, health facilities, resource independence, resources for development of green 
technology etc. (the Pebbleminepartnership, 2015), but the concerns with potential negative 
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outcomes take up a greater part of the debate.  
 
Critiques of the mining project range from the direct impacts on the health of populations 
residing in the immediate area to contributions to climate change etc. However, the main 
argument against the development of the Pebble Mine focuses on the fact that it is located in 
Bristol Bay - constituting the largest salmon spawning ground and commercial sockeye salmon 
fishery in the world, with an estimated run size of 32 million fish in 2012 (Coil et al., 2013). 
Every year 30-40 million sockeye salmon come to the bay to spawn, meaning that mining in the 
area could potentially pollute and destroy the spawning areas, creating a disaster for the many 
Alaska Natives that rely on the salmon for their subsistence economies, the fishing industry, and 
the global ecosystem overall (Cardwell, 2013). The Bristol Bay watershed supports all five 
species of Pacific salmon found in North America: Coho, chinook, sockeye, chum, and pink, 
constituting 46% of the world's sockeye abundance. These populations sustain the health of the 
entire ecosystem and support the commercial, subsistence, and recreational fishing industries, 
equating annually to an economic yield of more than $1.5 billion and supporting more than 
14,000 direct jobs (Snyder, 2014).  
 
Numerous national agencies and NGOs have expressed their concerns with the development of 
the mine. The EPA has stated that the development of the mine could destroy 100 miles of 
streams and 4.800 acres of wetland in the area (Cardwell, 2013). One of the main points is that 
gold from the mine would be extracted using cyanide, which is lethal to fish even in the smallest 
quantities, and the impacts of mines and associated facilities have long-range impacts (Adams, 
2009: 349). The extraction and processing of mineral resources is therefore, among many other 
factors, said to be one of the most damaging activities to the natural environment and with the 
greatest social impact, and is subsequently of particular concern to environmentalist (Adams, 
2009: 348).  
 
The issue of the salmon is furthermore of global importance, as it is a transboundary issue, as 
salmon spawn in inland river systems and then swim out to the sea; meaning that they start 
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within one state jurisdiction, and then on the way out move across various national or even 
international jurisdictions (Desombre, 2000: 124). The importance of regulation and preservation 
of the salmon therefore also has a history of being “institutionalized” in different international 
fora and agreements
13
. Many local environmental groups have come out to say that they need 
support from the global community as this industrial issue is not limited to local concern but is 
also the business of the global community, as both the span of the negative consequences and 
many of the mining companies operating in Alaska are global.   
 
4.3. Conclusion to Chapter 4 
Believing in a postliberal point of departure; the access to channels of influence should be 
distributed equally, not among all citizens, but among those who are affected by the decisions 
taken by the local associations (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 238), this makes the debate not only a 
matter local concern but also global. Thereby the debate is constituted by many groups of 
stakeholders at both a local and global level that are primarily economic, social and political 
actors (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 9). These groups are interconnected in a web of opinions 
working within a framework related to a specific issue, but do not necessarily share the same 
opinions or degree of influence. Their operations within this field of interest can both be 
reinforcing for each other as well as undermining. In Alaska it seems that the national level has 
reached out for global support, and the extent of this help will need to be explored in greater 
detail by looking at who the different group of actors are and their different opinions. 
Understanding their objectives, how they operate and interact is important for understanding 
their outcome effectiveness, ultimately reflecting in their ability to influence policy-making in 
regards to operations of the Pebble Mine. Therefore, the next chapter will look more specifically 
at these components within the case study context of the Pebble Mine. 
 
  
                                               
13
 Examples are: the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization (NASCO), the 1985 Treaty between the 
government of the US and Canada in regards to regulations of spawning salmon in US and Canadian rivers, the 
Pelly Amendment; banning fishing with drift nets for conservation of salmon (Desombre, 2000: 107-111), the 
International Convention for the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF), the International Atlantic Salmon 
Foundation and the Committee on the Atlantic Salmon Emergency (Desombre, 2000: 112-113).  
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Chapter 5. Case Study: The Pebble Mine 
Up to this point, the focus of this thesis has been on explaining and understanding Democratic 
Network Governance (DNG) and understanding why global opinion matters in regards to 
environmental policy. It has also been argued that improvements in media technology has helped 
interconnect the world and unite it in regards to environmental issues, spreading information and 
institutionalizing concerns to a greater extent in order to lobby for increased influence at a local 
level. This chapter will continue to work with global inclusion, by attempting to answer Research 
Question 3: How have Global Environmental Interest Groups been involved in the Pebble Mine 
project in Alaska?  
 
The Pebble Mine was selected as my case study mainly for two reasons: 
1) The Pebble Mine is located in the Arctic, a place receiving a great deal of media coverage, 
with many different actors getting involved in the debate at both a local and global level. This 
has aided in a more detailed analysis of the different opinions at a global level, and for detecting 
the degree of outcome legitimacy that global environmental governance has on influencing 
environmental policy locally 2). The Pebble Mine is located in the US, the founding country of 
the EIA- tool. The US is founded on strong liberal democratic beliefs and has immersed itself in 
the global market of production. However, it is also a country, which emphasizes the need for 
inclusion in environmental decision-making. These two components allow for an interesting 
discussion on different environmental actors’ ability to work together and influence US 
environmental policy within the US.  
 
By using the Democratic Network Governance (DNG) framework to structure my empirical 
investigation, my findings will reflect back on the assumptions driving this theory: It is posited in 
Chapter 3, that Global Environmental Actors, if sufficiently interconnected and reinforcing, can 
change the classical hierarchical structure of political decision-making, and thereby broaden the 
democratic realm of inclusion. I will begin with a short introduction to the history of the Pebble 
Mine, and then briefly introduce the controversy revolving around the mining project. From 
there I will move towards exploring global environmental opinions of the project in respect to 
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the categories of the theoretical framework of global DNG; looking at global, and somewhat 
national opinions from NGOs, TNCs, political institutions and the general public, as well as their 
relations of accountability, their influence on each other, and their interconnections. 
 
Understanding different global actors’ awareness and opinions of the Pebble Mine project and 
project is important for determining their ability to influence its outcome. The actors in this case 
study will be listed in accordance to the interest groups used by the DNG, with the overall notion 
that these global environmental groups are important external actors that can help provide a 
political space for domestic political deliberation (Kaldor, 2007/08: 43). 
 
5.1. Different groups and different interests 
Overall, there are many different global environmental groups with an interest in influencing 
environmental policy locally, all of which have different patterns of accountability. Generally, 
governments have to be accountable to their citizens and are driven by the desire to preserve 
power as well as regime survival, corporations are accountable to their shareholders, and NGOs 
are accountable to the ethics of the goals of their organizations and the civil society that supports 
them (Bäckstrand, 2006: 478). 
  
As already established, the Pebble Mine has received considerable national attention within the 
US, as the debate has spun from US-EIA opinion. The call for global support for campaigns 
encouraging a block of the Pebble Mine has been especially noticeable among groups of US 
environmental NGOs, as for environmentalist, internationalization is an important and desired 
tool to create more awareness and protection of the natural environment. Following the logic of 
Desombre (2000: 245) the greater the attention, the more support can be generated, and the 
stronger the effort to not pollute or deplete will be. Delegating global attention to the Pebble 
Mine can thereby help force political actors to look at consequences of local actions within a 
global scope (Bastmeijer, 2007: 1). 
 
In the 1990s as the Pebble Mine first started taking form, many active groups started targeting 
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issues of an environmental, health, development and labor standard character, and human rights 
groups started developing guidelines, codes and principles for TNCs to adopt (Avant et al., 2010: 
118). The overall debate related to the Pebble Mine project is divided among the pro-Pebble 
Mine actors, mainly constituted by TNCs and certain political groups, and the anti-Pebble Mine 
actors, mainly constituted by different NGOs, grassroots and social movements. Those 
positioned in between, which the two extreme positions are trying to mobilize, are constituted by 
the general public, which makes the question of who these different groups are trying to 
represent only the more interesting. Understanding how these different groups mobilize their 
campaigns in regards to the Pebble Mine is important, as it provides material that can be utilized 
to assess how the actors operate individually and in relation to each other, which ultimately helps 
detect their outcome effectiveness as a network and the influence of soft law. 
 
5.2. Political actors 
We start by looking at political interest groups. First of all politicians are driven by different 
objectives which at the local level relates to winning the public vote, recognition by voters and 
national groups and access to money. Within a global context, the driving forces become harder 
to determine, but generally being able to represent one's country as a powerful, independent and 
sovereign entity would seem desirable (Clark et al., 2006: 10). Within an increasingly globalized 
context, it would be important to follow certain norms and set certain standards, in order to 
ensure acceptance and respect by other countries that will allow for greater cooperation and trade 
relations (Marra et al., 1985). This requires a fine balance between internal and external strength 
both politically and economically, but also includes having an ethically sound exterior. IGOs 
more generally work to improve international cooperation on pressing issues in all aspects, 
whether it is in regards to the environment, national security, economic issues etc. (W.W. Norton 
& Company, Inc., 2010).  
 
Overall, within the US, the extraction of mineral resources has been of strong interest to the 
Federal and State Government as a means of obtaining capital for development and increased 
energy security (Faure & Vig, 2004: 293). But political opinion of the Pebble Mine is extremely 
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divided. Generally, as the Federal Government is responsible for ensuring as little damage to the 
natural environmental as possible. Additionally, the Government is directly responsible for living 
up to the expectations of the public and therefore has to be precautionary (Faure & Vig, 2004: 
18), and ensure to follow public opinion in order to maintain the necessary congressional support 
needed to maintain its political position. However, Alaskan politicians wish to minimize 
environmental restrictions in order to attract more investors to the state (Andrews, 1999: 204), 
and thereby increase revenues in order to invest into developing state infrastructure.  
 
Looking at US Federal opinion, as late as January this year, President Barack Obama came out 
with this public statement:  
 
“The United States has the responsibility to strengthen international cooperation to 
mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions driving climate change, understand more fully and 
manage more effectively the adverse effects of climate change, protect life and property, 
develop and manage resources responsibly, enhance the quality of life of Arctic 
inhabitants, and serve as stewards for valuable and vulnerable ecosystems.” (President 
Barack Obama, 2015 (ENS, 2015)). 
 
Also, in February 2014, the EPA, the political entity legally responsible for overseeing the EIA 
of the Pebble Mine, announced after many years of scientific studies, and lobbying by 
commercial fishermen, sportsmen, environmental groups and tribes (SaveBristolBay, 2014), that 
they would implement and revise section 404(c) of the Clean Water Act to protect the area from 
harmful discharges. The EPA had an open round of hearings and public commentary ending on 
September 19, 2014, in which they encouraged public input for their final evaluation of the 
project (EPA, 2015). The EPA has come out to say that it considers the Bristol Bay area as “a 
significant resource of global conservation value” (Harden, 2012), and has revealed its plans to, 
if necessary, employ a preemptive veto against the Pebble Mine in the spring 2015, a tactic used 
only once in the last 40 years (Warrick, 2015). However, the EPA has been criticized for already 
contemplating a veto back in 2008 as a result of outside groups lobbying against the project, but 
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exactly who these outside groups were is not clarified (Warrick, 2015). 
 
Congressional Republicans and the state of Alaska have a very different attitude towards the 
mining project. Congressional Republicans are criticizing the EPA for working outside the 
boundaries of the law framing the Clear Water Act of 1970 (Warrick, 2015). The state of Alaska 
emphasizes the benefits that could be derived from the Pebble Mine. The state has a history of 
lenient tax laws and tax-free regions, and furthermore has some of the world’s most industry-
friendly regulations for issuing mining permits, as the state only ranks second (behind the 
Democratic Republic of Congo) among 72 global jurisdictions in regards to attracting TNC 
investments (Harden, 2012). The State of Alaska has therefore intervened in support of the mine, 
stating that it would be located on state-owned land, land that is classified for mineral 
development in the state’s regional land management register (Jamasmie, 2014). Prior Alaska 
State Senator, Lisa Murkowski, took over the chairmanship of the Senate Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee in January 2015, stating that the EPA “strips Alaska and all Alaskans of 
the ability to make decisions on how to develop a healthy economy on their lands” (Warrick, 
2015). 
 
Despite the Pebble Mine, if opened for operation, would constitute the second largest mine in the 
world, with potentially damaging consequences for global fisheries, it is only possible to find 
national US political opinions of the project. Even when looking at IGOs or other political 
scientific fora dealing directly with salmon preservation
14
, it is not possible to detect opinions of 
these entities. Even the governments of the countries that are most likely to have a stake in the 
salmon industry (e.g. Norway, Iceland, Canada etc.) seem silent.  
 
 
 
                                               
14
 Examples are the North Atlantic Salmon Conservation Organization (NASCO), the International Convention for 
the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries (ICNAF) , the International Atlantic Salmon Foundation, the Committee on the 
Atlantic Salmon Emergency, International Fisheries Commission, UNESCO, the International Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC), the International Office for the Protection of Nature (IOPN), the International Biological 
Programme, the World Business Council for Sustainable Business the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) etc. 
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5.3. The interests of NGOs 
Turning now to the NGOs, and more specifically environmental NGOs, these actors are 
classified as the most avid mining opponents. Generally, NGOs generally work outside of the 
political “restrictions” of the government, setting out to make the world more environmentally 
conscious with the help of ordinary citizens. These organizations are not driven by profit, but are 
driven by the will to change or impact an issue. They are normally financed by a variety of 
different channels, either the government in which they reside, businesses, private funds or 
mainly ordinary citizens that wish to support the cause of their organization. They also work for 
greater public participation in policy-making and support of minority groups threatened by 
popular opinion (Siddons, 2015).  
 
Environmental politics has grown rapidly since the 1960s. In the US alone; the combined 
membership of the 12 leading environmental organizations has risen from an estimated 4 million 
in 1981 to 11 million by 1990. By 2003 there were some 1,781 NGOs in the world, with some of 
the largest being the World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF), Greenpeace International and Friends 
of the Earth (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 24). Overall, global environmental NGO opinion on the 
Pebble Mine is negative and argued to be “anti-developmental” by those defending the mining 
project (Ranjan, 2014). The Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), one of the largest 
environmental groups in the world, has sponsored an extensive campaign to lobby against the 
Pebble Mine. The organization states that the Pebble Mine is constituted by foreign capital and 
would pollute the area with 10 billion tons of contaminated waste, leaving a once American 
paradise, sustaining Native communities with salmon, bears, moose, wolverine and whales 
destroyed forever (NRDC, 2014). Different NGOs use different tools and methods to lobby 
against the Pebble Mine. Some emphasize local Alaskan Natives rights and that their way of life 
is being endangered by opening up for mining in the Bristol Bay area, others join in on important 
meetings, and some collect signatures and letters of opposition from the general public.  
 
The International Union of Fly Fishers is one of the most active NGOs in lobbying against the 
Pebble mine´s developments, and is active in collecting petitions and emphasizing that even if 
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you live far away from the Pebble mine, you should try to protect the incredible landscape of the 
thriving wild salmon. They go on to state that some places should be allowed to remain 
untouched and some business ideas should not be pushed through (Erikson, 2014). The NRDC 
agrees with this and states that it is necessary to take action to protect Bristol Bay and ensure that 
corporations do not continue to invest into projects that could have damaging environmental 
outcomes (NRDC, 2015). Similarly, the Sierra Club, one of the oldest environmental global 
NGOs, is also taking action on protecting the Bristol Bay area and the sockeye salmon: the 
organization states that “action by EPA to stop the mine is both appropriate and necessary”, and 
the organization is also collecting signatures and letters of opposition to the mining project 
online (Brodie, 2014). 
 
The World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF) has expressed its concern with the Pebble Mine, and 
that it supports local opposition. WWF has set out to conduct interviews with Yup’ik Eskimos 
about their perception of the project that have been deemed anti-development (WWF, 2012). 
Earth First is another NGO that has a critical attitude towards the mining project, and has gone to 
interview local communities surrounding the mining site. The organization emphasizes the fact 
that the mine is located in the headwaters of the world’s largest sockeye salmon fishery. Because 
of this, mining developments could threaten the $1.5 billion salmon industry, including nearly 
10,000 full-time jobs across the country (Goad, 2013). Probably the most “action” oriented 
NGO, Greenpeace, also opposes the mine; stating that it is in everyone's interest to support the 
Alaskans in their goals to block the mine against development, and ensure long-term existence of 
a productive and vital system not short-term profit for a few (GreenPeace, 2007).  
 
The Nature Conservancy has gone even further by conducting its own ecological risk assessment 
in Alaska, and the organization has subsequently concluded that the mining project could have 
significant negative impacts on the salmon population. Their findings conclude that the project 
could cause a 60 percent reduction in stream flows of salmon near the pit, as well as chances of 
contamination of what is some of the clearest water in the world (Miller, 2013). 180,000 
SumOfUs members called on mining giant Rio Tinto to pull out of the mining project in 2014, as 
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well as having helped fundraise enough money to get Alaskan Native leaders to Rio Tinto’s 
annual shareholder meeting in London, to explain in person how especially the Alaskan 
communities are affected by the mine (SomeOfUs, 2014). And finally, EarthJustice claims that 
there are concerned citizens from around the world that vehemently oppose the Pebble Mine, and 
the potential destruction of Bristol Bay's world-class salmon runs (Waldo, 2014).  
 
Despite the above-mentioned NGOs opposition to the Pebble Mine, many global environmental 
NGOs have not entered the debate. One of the largest groups: Friends of the Earth, has not made 
any comment on the project, nor has Conservation International, the Nature Conservancy, World 
Resource Institute, the Center for Biological Diversity, Earth Island Institute, Environmental 
Defense, Wilderness Society, EarthLiberationFront etc. This implies that despite The Pebble 
Mine project being global in scope and receiving significant national attention, global 
environmental NGOs have not been able to mobilize themselves at a global scale through the 
reach of media. 
  
NGOs overall are maintained by support from members of the general public that wish to 
support the causes of these organizations. Essentially, the public wishes to be informed on issues 
that could potentially affect their lives, and they want to feel that their opinions matter. 
Especially within democratic societies there is a need for transparency and information sharing, 
so the public can stay informed and mobilize themselves on matters that will help influence 
policy-makers regarding issues of concern or interest. NGOs are represented as the strongest link 
between politics and the public within democratic network theory, referred to as an intermediary 
between the blurred lines of state and non-state, private and public sectors (Kaldor, 2013: 94). 
 
Before the 1970s, environmental organizations were virtually excluded from the courts in the 
US, but in the 1970s as the barrier was removed, this increased these groups’ rights to litigation 
and enabled them to gain more influence on environmental policy (Faure & Vig, 2004: 124). 
This coupled with increased mass-media publicity increased the rate of civilians deciding to 
mobilize themselves through environmental groups. From 1970 and fifteen years ahead; 
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membership in environmental groups in the US grew from around 500,000 members to around 
2.5 million members (Andrews, 1999: 238). At the micro level concerned citizen groups have 
become their own auditors, as control agencies, NGOs, public or private agencies and individuals 
now have the right to gain access to greater political inclusion in the US. When deemed 
necessary, these groups can also receive federal grants to carry out pollution control in their own 
neighborhoods (Cramer, 1998: 73).  
 
Determining public opinion while difficult is most easily achieved by looking at polls, but in the 
case of global environmental opinion, there are very few to find. Memberships in the different 
environmental organizations might be another way to go about determining opinion, but 
detecting which of these members are US citizens or foreign citizens is not straightforward, as 
this kind of information is almost always confidential. First, one way, and probably the easiest 
way of detecting public opinion is to look at the opinion of the people at the location of the given 
project, hence in this case Alaskan residents. 
 
The dispute over the Pebble mine is said to represent a metaphorical watershed between those 
opposed to and those supporting it (Prud´homme, 2012). Where many NGOs speak on behalf of 
and argue that the mine is a risk to the Alaskan Native populations’ livelihoods and the global 
community, public opinion is in reality more diverse. Mine supporters argue that the mine will 
be good for Alaska, which is interestingly also the opinion of some Alaskan Natives and non-
Natives that are supporting the development of the Pebble Mine.  
 
5.4. Local Interest groups 
Supporters of the Pebble Mine include the village of Iliamna where Pebble exploration efforts 
are located, the Alaska Peninsula, Twin Hills Native Corporations, and the tribes of South 
Naknek and King Salmon (Coil et al., 2013). Alaskan Natives such as Lisa Reimers, head of the 
Iliamna Development Corporation, is concerned that Pebble Mine opponents will be successful 
in blocking the mine from opening up for development. She says that "outsiders want us to go 
back to the old ways" (Dobb, 2010),  thereby arguing that mine-opponents promote a self-
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serving, sentimental view of the Alaskan Natives way of life that ignores what it actually takes to 
survive. Reimers says that “fishing is not sustaining our community” (Prud´homme, 2012), and  
most people in the area would like to be able to send their children to college and be financially 
sustainable (Dobb, 2010). She believes that the Pebble Mine represents the future, and that it 
could help make life more comfortable for the people living in the area. She emphasizes the high 
prices of goods in the Bristol Bay area, giving an example of milk, which lies at around 
$11/gallon, and she therefore embraces the mine as a savior for her and her community. 
 
Her and many of her friends and family members are employees of the Pebble Mine and 
therefore embrace it. She criticizes those opposed to its developments, by arguing that many 
people have no idea what it is like to live in a small community, and how economic development 
means everything for their sustainability and survival (Prud´homme, 2012). Additionally, Trefon 
Angasan, the head of an association of Alaska's southwest coast tribes, and employee of the 
Pebble Mine, argues that the mine creates hopes for more jobs and wealth to an impoverished 
region of Alaska. The EPA is now attempting to preempt the mine’s developments, thereby 
vetoing the “American way” of life (Warrick, 2015).  
 
However, there are more examples of Alaskan Natives that are opposed the Pebble mine - 
emphasizing in particular their dependency on fishing for sustaining their lifestyles and 
traditions. They go by the slogan “we can't eat gold” (Cardwell, 2013), and many of them claim 
that the initial phase of mining exploration in the area has already dislocated the salmon 
populations and the caribou populations, on which the peoples heavily rely for food. This group 
of Alaskan Natives believes that it is their responsibility to prevent further development to ensure 
a sustainable environment with salmon left for future generations (Cardwell, 2013). Many 
Alaskan Natives say that the golden promises seem too good to be true, the mine will not provide 
as many jobs as promised and the jobs will not go to the Alaskan Natives. Unlike the salmon that 
return every year, the riches will be gone forever as soon as they have taken from the earth, 
leaving nothing but industrial waste behind (Prud´homme, 2012). 
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Taking focus away from Alaskan Natives - polls show that Alaskans overall are opposed to the 
Pebble mine. A survey from 2014 found that 98 percent of Alaskans supported EPA actions to 
protect the watershed (EPA, 2014). These numbers have been challenged by pro-Pebble 
supporters, stating that public opinion should not be represented by someone sitting at a 
computer clicking a button, and collections of opponent letters and signatures from NGO 
organizations like the NRDC should not count as “public opinion”, as measuring public opinion 
is much more complex (CircleofBlue, 2014). A different poll from June 2014 showed that “only” 
62 percent of Alaskans opposed the development of the Pebble Mine (Brummer, 2014), and a 
2007  poll by the Cracium research group had shown that 71 percent of Bristol Bay households 
opposed the mine, which by June 2011 had increased to 86.2 percent. More specifically, 85 
percent of commercial fishermen, 81 percent of Native Corp's shareholders and 80 percent of 
residents opposed the Pebble Mine (Kiekow, 2013).  
 
Determining the exact amount of opposition, and whether signatures and online opposition is 
only local or global is hard to quantify, as this type of information is confidential knowledge 
provided to the specific organization responsible for the survey. Therefore, especially the TNCs 
that have invested into the mining projects are skeptical of these surveys. Overall, they believe 
that Alaskans and US citizens overall will gain more than they lose by allowing the mine to open 
for operation. 
 
5.5. TNC interests and the struggle over the environment 
The TNCs are displayed in the media as being the culprits of environmental degradation, and 
targeted as groups that need to be controlled and managed (Andrews, 1999: 107). TNCs have 
become some of the most powerful economic and political entities in the world today, and 
referred to as “the productive core of the globalizing world economy” by the UN (Karliner 1997). 
There are about 60,000 TNCs with over 800,000 foreign subsidiaries functioning in the world 
(Anderson & Cavanagh, 2000), holding ninety percent of all global technology and product 
patents, and involved in 70 percent of world trade. The energy market is of high interest to the 
TNCs, as they mine, refine and distribute most of the world’s oil, gasoline, diesel and jet fuel, 
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and build most of the world’s oil, coal, gas, hydroelectric and nuclear power plants (Karliner, 
1997). The TNCs are driven by a hunt for new markets and increased revenues, often involving 
the extraction of most of the world’s minerals from the ground (UN, 2009).  
 
TNCs embody the forces that the anti-Pebble mine opponents are up against, and how unifying 
on the opinions in regards to the project can be difficult. Especially in the US; the liberalization 
of the market in the 1980s has enabled local and regional markets and investors to connect and 
link up to the global market, creating a high speed global marketplace with an increased focus on 
competition, investment opportunities and a hunt for higher profits (Schwartz, 2010). This has 
led to considerable increase in investments across continents with more competition for raw 
materials, and in effect greater interest in international mining projects. 
 
The Pebble Mine can effectively be seen as a global project, as the value of the minerals in the 
mine are estimated to be worth somewhere between $100 billion and $500 billion (Dobb, 2010), 
and therefore has the interest of many global investors. It is claimed that TNC investment into 
the Pebble Mine will be good for Alaska and the US overall, as it will enhance the US's energy 
security, by minimizing US dependency of foreign copper, iron and molybdenum. The Pebble 
Mine is one of the largest copper deposits in the world, with around 80 billion pounds of copper, 
and has the potential to meet approximately 33% of U.S. annual copper needs for the future. 
Right now the US imports 35-40 % of its total copper needs, and with the expected increase in 
total global consumption of copper in the future, importing copper for industrial needs will 
become increasingly difficult (the Pebbleminepartnership, 2012). This could also help make the 
US market more environmentally friendly, as copper is the main component in all green energy 
technology. Additionally at a micro level, TNCs claim that the mining project will create more 
jobs, improve infrastructure, and bring more development and wealth to the area (the 
Pebbleminepartnership, 2012).  
 
As earlier mentioned, The Canadian company, Northern Dynasty Minerals Ltd., bought a 100% 
of the rights to the Pebble mine in 2007, but between 2007-2013, Anglo America, a London-
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based company, bought 50% of shares from Northern Dynasty. This resulted in the establishment 
of the Pebble Mine Partnership, with Rio Tinto, another London-based company with Australian 
ties, owing an additional 19.1 percent of Northern Dynasty Ltd. shares until April 2014. 
Mitsubishi, a Japanese owned company, had a 9.1 percent interest in the partnership until 2011, 
but decided to sell 100% of its shares when realizing that the project was replete with 
environmental, economic, operational, reputational, social, regulatory, and legal risks that could 
noticeably delay operations (Reynolds, 2013). 
 
Due to uncertainty and timely EIA assessment, Anglo American pulled out of the partnership in 
2013, abandoning its $541-plus million investments (Coil et al., 2013). Later, in April 2014, Rio 
Tinto, the project’s sole remaining major backer, announced it was divesting its 19.1 percent 
equity stake in the Northern Mineral Dynasty. Rio Tinto would instead gift its shares to two local 
nonprofit organizations, dividing them equally between the Alaska Community Foundation and 
the Bristol Bay Native Corp. Education Foundation (Burger, 2014). Rio Tinto’s chief executive, 
Jean-Sebastien Jacques, said in a corporate public announcement that:  
 
“Rio Tinto has long and historic ties to Alaska and we continue to see Alaska as an 
attractive location for potential future investment. By giving our shares to two respected 
Alaskan charities, we are ensuring that Alaskans will have a say in Pebble’s future 
development and that any economic benefit supports Alaska’s ability to attract 
investment that creates jobs” (Rio Tinto, 2014). 
 
Rio Tinto´s choice to divest its shares is a clear example of “reputational risk” - companies are 
now more than ever operating in fear of public opinion. If they make one bad investment that 
receives sufficient bad publicity, it could potentially block them from making future investments. 
This can push major investors to count their losses and pull out with their reputation still intact, 
instead of waiting until later, when the project may not be approved, and their future ability to 
invest is compromised (NDC, 2013: 13).  
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Overall, investors into the Pebble Mine are dissatisfied with the scrutiny the project is subject to, 
and they are criticizing especially environmental groups for their extensive use of the media to 
raise campaigns against it. Furthermore, they are directly criticizing certain NGOs such as 
Earthworks, an American NGO, for sending in signatures to the EPA from non-American 
citizens. Of the 7,545 signatures in one Earthworks submission alone, it is claimed that 4,746 are 
from foreign nationals (McNicoll, 2013), clearly showing that corporations want to exclude 
global opinion from having a say in the mine’s final outcome. Furthermore, Northern Dynasty 
president and CEO, Ron Thiessen, claims that the environmental review process has been 
politicized, with the EPA cozying up to environmental and other opposition groups (Burger, 
2014). 
 
However not all TNCs are merely focused on profit at the cost of the environment. Some groups 
within the business sector are actually encouraging increased environmental oversight: 30 global 
investor organizations worth over US$170 billion in assets have urged the EPA to, in accordance 
with the Clean Water Act, evaluate the mine waste impacts of the proposed Pebble Mine on 
Alaska’s Bristol Bay watershed. These investors believe that the area is worth protecting, as it 
produces approximately half of the world’s commercial supply of wild sockeye salmon (ACCA, 
Fauna & Flora International and KPMG: 21). Other companies that have shown their 
commitment to increased environmental oversight is the global accountancy firm, the 
“Association of Chartered Certified Accountants” (ACCA), which has stated that: 
 
“[t]he business world needs to start urgently considering the extent to which they are 
drawing down natural capital and how the erosion of such capital will affect business. 
New accounting, valuation and reporting techniques are required; different approaches 
to risk identification, materiality processes and the internalization of externalities are 
needed” (ACCA, Fauna & Flora International and KPMG: 4).  
 
                            Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907                        
                          
47 
 
Many global companies are now emphasizing that corporations need to pay more attention to 
global opinion, as it helps assess risks and opportunities that will directly reflect on the given 
company’s ability to carry out its operations, and at what cost (see Figure 1).  
 
 
(Figure 1: Risk and Opportunity Identification, ACCA, Fauna & Flora International and 
KPMG: 14). 
 
When looking at corporate opinion in regards to the Pebble Mine interestingly the global 
fisheries have not joined the debate. These companies have a major stake in the outcome of the 
mine, and would therefore believe to constitute a strong anti-Pebble mine corporate coalition.  
 
5.6. Conclusion to Chapter 5 
Overall, what this case study has attempted to illustrate is that DNG is possible to study within a 
real life context, as there are different global environmental actors with a stake in the Pebble 
Mine, which are all attempting to exert influence on the management of environmental policy in 
Alaska. As seen in this chapter, the actors all work within the same network of environmental 
governance, but they operate from different perspectives depending on their structure and 
categorization. Furthermore, even within some of the same groups there are visible differences of 
opinion, this makes it hard for the groups to unite on a specific issue and work as one united 
homogenous entity for exerting pressure and outcome legitimacy. The next chapter will 
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investigate how the differences of opinion do not necessarily serve as an obstacle for bringing 
about change. 
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Chapter 6. Discussion and analysis  
In this final chapter I will engage in both a discussion and analyses of my findings from the 
previous chapters and answer Research Question 4: How have (if at all) different Global 
Environmental Interest Groups been able to influence the Pebble Mine project in Alaska? 
 
In addition to analyzing my findings, I will also borrow and enforce a statement from Lund, that 
“[o]ur work should make sense as well as new sense”. (Lund, 2014: 297). The analytical section 
will set out to explore the extent to which Global Environmental Interest Groups have managed 
to influence environmental policy in Alaska, and if the network of which the group of actors are 
interwoven is outcome efficient. 
 
Despite the theory not rigidly explaining the procedure or channels of Democratic Network 
Governance (DNG) influence, this is how I understand the theory's suggestion for outcome 
efficiency or influence: 
 
Figure 2: Visualization of chain of operation of Democratic Network Theory. 
 
In the discussion I will analyze the different environmental groups opinions related to the Pebble 
Mine and see whether they concord on their opinions both externally in regards to each other, but 
also internally within the groups themselves. Detecting whether they concord is an important 
way of seeing if they are externally effective, meaning are they able to reach agreement, across 
public and private partnerships (Bäckstrand, 2006: 478-479) and thereby exert pressure on 
policymakers. Parallel to analyzing my empirical material within the theoretical framework of 
DNG, I will also question the “validity” of DNG´s understanding of its own efficiency when 
analyzing a global case study in praxis.  
 
Environmental scientific proof from the local place of concern leads to diffusion of 
scientific knowledge via media coverage and the internet        Global awareness leads 
to local lobbying in other countries of local officials and TNCs and/or joining of 
interest groups to exert pressure on relevant politicians to politicize the issue within 
global fora       This creates a change in policy at the local level in the situ of concern. 
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I will here first start by scanning the internal and external opinions of the different groups of 
global environmental actors, and from there move on to look at the overall relationship these 
groups have with each other, to detect their degree of collaboration and ability to unite in their 
objectives. I am in this discussion also borrowing examples from outside of Alaska in order to 
strengthen my claims. 
 
6.1. NGO Concordance and Diversity 
I will start by looking at the group of prominent opponents to the Pebble Mine and most active 
lobbyist within environmental governance, the environmental NGOs. In the case of the Pebble 
Mine, all discovered NGO statements have expressed opposition to the mining project. 
Nonetheless, the national offices of the respective NGOs situated within the US are responsible 
for issuing these public statements, which makes global opinion questionable. It begs the 
question: What really defines global opinion in regards to NGO opinion? Despite the noblest task 
of any NGOs lies in its ability to be transparent, as transparency is one of the most important 
components of democracy (Cruikshank, 1999: 34), it is not clear whether an NGO is global 
simply by having national offices in different regions. No-where is it visible as to whether 
international NGO offices are in support of the US national offices, and thereby allowing the 
national offices to tie themselves into a global network of support, as stated by DNG.  
 
Using one the national office of one of the largest global NGOs in the world, WWF Denmark, as 
an example can illustrate this. Overall, the WWF as an umbrella organization supports natural 
preservation as well as ensures that the public is included in voicing their opinions on matters of 
environmental policy. Despite the WWF being a global organization by having offices all over 
the world, not all of the national offices concord on their attitudes towards specific 
environmental issues. One of these issues is “hunting”. Despite the WWF claiming only to 
support hunting to a limited extent (WWF UK, 2014), the national office in Denmark supports 
seal hunting in Greenland, as it is claimed it constitutes an important part of (sustainable) Inuit 
culture. The Dutch, German and British national offices have come out to say that they find the 
Danish WWF national office to be too lenient on the topic, and to be working outside of the 
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ethical framework of the organization (Seeberg, 2014). Therefore, different national offices can 
have different approaches to an issue, despite all being part of the same organization. This could 
cause a weak link between the national offices and the global headquarters, meaning that internal 
agreement and a united approach to specific issues of environmental importance is questionable, 
as maybe the NGOs are actually only reflecting national opinion and not a global consensus. 
 
Externally, NGOs do not always adhere to a single agenda even those working within the same 
issue area might have different and even competing agendas (Karns & Mingst, 2010: 248). This 
is a legitimate contemporary democratic problem. The new leader of WWF, Marco Lambertini, 
has taken upon himself to “clean up” the scope of projects of different WWF national offices, in 
order to ensure that they work with fewer and more focused issues. This process entitled “Truly 
Global”, sets out to create a “truly global network” with a higher degree of outcome 
effectiveness. 
 
Carter Roberts, head of the US department of WWF, stated in November 2013 at a meeting with 
heads of 75 national WWF offices that “we realized that if we are going to make a difference at 
a global scale against (...) issues, if we’re going to bend the curve, we need to change the ways 
in which we work” (Rogers, 2014). However, internally within the NGO there are examples of 
problems with fair and democratic influence on policies. In cases where WWF national offices 
disagree on issues of concern, a plea is given to the head, Lambertini, and the board, that then 
decide on what issues should take precedence together with a supplementary board called 
NETS
15
. This board consists of the “richest” national office members within the WWF (US, UK, 
Holland etc.). This makes decision-making within this NGO far from democratic, horizontal or 
fair (personal communication with WWF employee, March 22, 2015). 
 
Returning to the external reliability of NGOs, these organizations often claim to be 
representative of minority indigenous groups, and in the case of the Pebble Mine, most Alaskan 
Natives as well as other subsistence practitioners, wish to preserve nature and prevent 
                                               
15
 This is information from my confidential source, I have not been able to find any sources that states what this is 
an abbreviation of. 
                            Olivia Handberg Scott, student nr.: 42907                        
                          
52 
 
irreversible damage to it. Environmental NGOs therefore often ally themselves with these groups 
in order to strengthen their cause and appeal; whereas the environmental NGOs often lobby for 
the establishment of natural parks and reserves, “no-go” zones, this does not concord with the 
desires of many subsistence practitioners. Subsistence groups may have been dependent on the 
sustainable use of the land, possibly even for centuries and therefore wish to retain the continued 
use of it (Standlea, 2006: 102).  
 
This also poses the question as suggested by Bäckstrand (2006: 478) are the groups responsible 
for representing its members are actually statistically or sociologically representative of them? 
NGOs should not only be perceived as saviors free of self-interest, mainly concerned with 
promoting the ideals of others, as they often have their own agenda, and are not necessarily more 
accountable than the public sector or the market (Bäckstrand, 2006: 469). In the case of the 
Pebble Mine, it is evident that the NGOs are only supportive of groups that enhance their own 
campaign. They are thereby running the risk emphasized by the more postliberal approach to 
DNG of sometimes delegating too much attention to certain actors, while excluding the minority 
from gaining influence (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 55). 
 
Nevertheless, this is how democracy often works. Democracy is formally a tool for the majority; 
it encourages inclusion, but also plays by the strategies of rule by the most influential minorities. 
The remaining challenge lies in how to include everyone. Francis Fukuyama’s statement that 
“liberal democracy has no remaining challenges” (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 39), is being 
challenged by globalization (Cruikshank, 1999: 46). In regards to environmental decisions (like 
EIAs) specifically, public participation is formally considered important, but when it comes to 
quality, less public participation is often considered appropriate (Lovan et al., 2004: 17). This 
makes it hard to protect the interests of different groups in the face of the vociferous majority 
(Pearce, 2010: 29). Despite Sørensen & Torfing claiming that channels of influence should not 
be distributed equally among all citizens, rather it should be distributed among anyone affected 
(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 238), no examples are given of how this can be done in praxis. 
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6.2. Public opinion and the question of inclusion 
This takes the debate to the next group, the public, and their opinion of the Pebble Mine. As 
illustrated above, it is not possible to interview every person on the globe on one specific issue, 
and often it is hard to distinguish between what is national and global opinion. However, it is 
also important to point by going back to the initial step in my envisioned process of global 
democratization (see Figure 2), that one should question how “democratic” is the global spread 
of media technology? Not all countries enjoy the same accessibility to media, and therefore not 
everyone is included in the debate. Statistically it is in the richer northern hemisphere that has the 
greatest access to media through ownership of private computers, internet and televisions, which 
somewhat excludes the poorer southern hemisphere (InequalityWatch, 2012). The claim that the 
spread of media is omnipresent is in itself based on scattered observations, while validated in 
select cases; it should by no means earn a place of general theory (Gummesson, 2002: 329). 
 
Furthermore, countries in the northern hemisphere and industrialized countries possess the 
greatest amount of global capital and therefore run most international organizations and 
partnerships. This excludes local participation from the southern hemisphere both in the shape of 
grassroots and private sector involvement (Bäckstrand, 2006: 489). Additionally, in regards to 
social factors, Cruikshank 1999 explains that populations living below an average income very 
often do not have the surplus to prioritize participation in political issues, thereby excluding 
themselves from mobilizing against policies (Cruikshank, 1999). Therefore, global inclusion is in 
itself a questionable matter. 
 
Here the debate will start focusing on local opinions. The Alaskan Natives, and especially the 
Iñupiat, have been called the “guardians of the Arctic” (Harriss, 2012: 4), but as I have 
illustrated above, these guardians are split in their opinions on whether or not the mine should be 
opened for operation. Most Alaskan Natives living in the nearest proximity of the mining site 
believe that the Pebble Mine would be of great benefit to their community by bringing wealth, 
improved infrastructure and jobs to the area. Other Alaskan Natives further away from the site 
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are opposed to the project out of fear of what it might do to their traditions and daily livelihoods, 
supported by the general Alaskan population, who overall seems opposed to the mine. 
 
Politicians differ on their opinions of the project as well. Despite the media portraying the Arctic, 
and the global salmon fisheries as issues of great global importance, it has not been possible to 
find statements from IGOs or other countries governments in regards to the mining project. It 
therefore only makes sense to focus on national and state-level political opinion. At a state-level, 
more local Alaskans seem to be opposed to the mine than in support of it even though the 
legitimacy of the polls is up for discussion. However politically, the state of Alaska wishes to 
push through operations in order to increase revenues, as the mine is located on state land, and is 
therefore within state jurisdiction (Jamasmie, 2014). This stance is supported by congressional 
republicans that also focus on the importance of the mine’s wealth to the nation. At the top of the 
political hierarchy, the Federal Government and the President believe that some land of 
particular natural importance should be left untouched.  
 
Political opinion and TNC funding of campaigns are interdependent, as these corporations 
occasionally bribe politicians for support in resource extraction (Whittington, 2013). This means 
that Alaskan politicians have an even stronger incentive to allow mining operations to reside on 
state land. However, the Federal Government, even if interested in harvesting mineral resources, 
would face difficulties in overriding the EPA, as it is the political entity that the Federal 
Government itself has given exclusive rights to manage issues regarding environmental concern. 
Furthermore, if polls are showing public opposition to an issue, elected politicians will gain the 
most from acting in accordance to this.   
 
6.3. Soft law influence on TNC operations and national susceptibility 
Today NGOs and other social movements are exposing the business sector to the creation of new 
rules and norms regarding corporate transparency, supply chain management, revenue 
management, security management, and impact assessments (Avant et al., 2010: 208). These 
corporations as multilateral financial institutions are under attack for suffering from a democratic 
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deficit, by lacking consultation with civil society (Bäckstrand, 2006: 477). As seen in Alaska, 
NGO and interest group lobbying has led to all but Northern Dynasty Ltd. pulling out of the 
Pebble Mine project. Furthermore, the fact that Rio Tinto has decided to donate its shares to 
Alaska Native NGOs only serves to support the claim that reputational accountability - naming 
and shaming - is of great importance within the networks as well (Bäckstrand, 2006: 490), as 
well as exposure to content tracing (Strathern, 2000). 
 
There are other examples from outside of Alaska that exemplify these soft law approaches. An 
example is the Friends of the Earth’s Campaign against Rio Tinto’s plans to exploit mineral 
sands in the forest of southeast Madagascar in 1995, leading to the company becoming more 
involved with environmental issues (Adams, 1998: 351). In 2002, BHP also withdrew its 
operations in Australia after many years of difficulties with pushing through its mining project, 
and instead decided to transfer its 52 per cent stake to Papua New Guinea Sustainable 
Development Programme Ltd. This was most likely done in order to keep in good standing with 
the concerned environmental community and to avoid negative publicity (Adams, 2009: 349).  
 
An even more recent example is the Virunga National Park in the Democratic Republic of the 
Congo. In 2014, WWF was instrumental in forcing the British oil company Soco to put its 
operations on hold, and will most likely have to pull out completely from the project. WWF 
claims that Soco has threatened, intimidated and illegally held back local activist, as well as held 
back information on the EIA of the protected area. WWFs lobbying has led to the OECD 
initiating a thorough investigation of the EIA and SIA of the mineral activities, and ECOSOC 
has stated that drillings should by no means be allowed in the area. In contribution to these 
concerns, Britain, Belgium, Germany and Denmark have made public statements against drilling 
in Virunga, and signatures collected by WWF supporters worldwide has furthermore ensured 
that the French oil giant, Total, has canceled all plans to drill in the area. This constitutes a true 
example of global lobbying (WWF DK, 2014).   
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Despite the many laws now in place to regulate environmental degradation from industry, when 
it comes to lobbying Congress, the environmental movements have been compared to mosquitos 
on the hindquarters of an elephant, as big business generally has a 10 to 1 advantage over the 
environmental movements, when it comes to finance and access to lobbyists (Cramer, 1998: 70). 
However, NGOs and interest groups have been successful in imposing restrictions on TNCs 
through global lobbying and soft law approaches. Despite the World Trade Organization having 
issued a policy statement saying “... labor rights and, more broadly, human rights and 
environmental concerns should not be allowed to interfere with ‘free’ trade” (Hobson Jr., 2006), 
NGOs have proven successful in pushing the word “environmental” into a forum from which 
both TNCs and local governments cannot escape, namely trade. 
 
The amendments of the General Agreements on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) and the North 
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) from 1994, have implemented more protection 
provisions in trade agreements resulting in all countries having to set some level of appropriate 
environmental standards for trade. This contributes to making business and trade more 
environmentally conscious (Andrews, 1999: 340-341). Furthermore, the Organization for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP), have made it possible to conclude international treaties and other normative 
instruments on global environmental issues (Bastmeijer, 2007: 8).  
 
This discussion makes it clear that NGOs, through access to DNG, possess means of 
campaigning and the ability to exert enough soft force on TNCs to alter their operational 
patterns. Furthermore, as can be seen, there are even cases of different global corporations 
uniting to lobby for more environmental oversight, thereby no longer only focusing on profit at 
all costs (ACCA, Fauna & Flora International and KPMG). Where this leaves the general public 
and other smaller interest groups is debatable. It is hard to determine whether global opinion in 
the shape of the public has any say or force in regards to influencing developments of the Pebble 
Mine. This is because most public opinion regarding the project is represented through NGO 
campaigns, and these organizations keep membership information confidential. Politically, it 
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should be noted that the power of the average citizen to make a change in hard law in another 
country is at best difficult. It takes mobilization and institutionalization, but even in those cases 
where these institutions are successful in directly representing the people whose livelihoods are 
at stake, the highest degree of inclusion in global decision-making is “observer status”. This 
means the right to speak at plenary sessions or participate in working groups at e.g. IGO 
meetings.  
 
There are examples from outside of Alaska, of which the global public has been instrumental in 
challenging mining projects. An example of this is the 2010 case involving the Yacuni rainforest 
in Ecuador. A large part of this area was to be opened to oil explorations, but the government of 
Ecuador collaborated with the UN to call on the global community to fund the Ecuadorian 
government to keep the pristine area protected from mineral developments. A global fund was 
established into which any citizen could make a donation, and thereby compensate the 
Ecuadorian government the amount that could be made from these developments (Hannestad, 
2014). Eventually, the Ecuadorian government decided that more money would come to the 
country from mineral extractions, but this constitutes a tangible example of how the global 
community can circumvent both politicians and NGOs in order to obtain influence. 
 
Here the above actors and their opinions have been presented and elaborated upon, both in 
regards to their internal concordance, but also their external reliability and validity. It seems that 
many differences of opinion are visible among the groups of actors, but also different channels of 
soft law influence. The theory of DNG would be able to work even more systematically, if 
combined with theories of power or Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), in order to better 
explore the ways in which these actors influence each other, and the way in which TNCs are 
performing in accordance to popular opinion. Especially when dealing with TNC-NGO 
relationships, the different relative positions each group of actors have in regards to political, 
social, financial and economic power become clear, which can both cause problems but also 
produce interesting outcomes (Molina-Gallart, 2014: 48). Furthermore, DNG as theory fails to 
distinguish between issue of concern and location. You cannot generalize on influence without 
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paying attention to the specifics of the given location, issue that is under debate or the specific 
case study. 
 
Potential for change can however not be determined without paying attention to the local level. 
The importance given to the outcome of e.g. an EIA varies considerably, and depends on a 
variety of factors such as e.g. jurisdiction, the proposal and the degree of political interest 
surrounding the project (Clarke & Harvey, 2012: 6). The degree of influence global opinion will 
have at a local level often depends on the how receptive local policy-makers are to both new 
information, as well as cooperation in regards to issues of global importance (Clark et al., 2006: 
13). When the government of the targeted country is firmly committed to other higher-priority 
security and economic concerns, global environmental opinion is likely to have little bearing on 
national behavior. However, governments do tend to engage in global cooperation on 
environmental issues, when their own country’s welfare depends considerably on the actions of 
other governments (Clark et al., 2006: 10). 
 
As seen, the US is not keen on ratifying international treaties that tie them to specific 
environmental legal standards and tamper with sovereignty in areas of resource extraction and 
homeland security. The world might have experienced an increase in global conferences and 
documents related to heightened cooperation in the area of environmental policy, but as recalled, 
the US has ratified very few treaties that “undermine” their own authority on policy issues. The 
last global environmental treaty ratified by the US was the Rio Convention from 1992, and 
despite extensive lobbying, the US has not ratified the United Nations Convention on the Law of 
the Sea (UNCLOS), and has pulled out of the Kyoto Protocol. There has been little progress in 
turning soft law into hard law in the areas of protection and preservation of biodiversity and 
marine fisheries (Speth & Haas, 2006: 76), as US national sovereignty and homeland security 
often trumps any issues regarding environmental concern (Cramer, 1998: 99). 
 
More specifically in Alaska, the state has grown and developed from revenues generated from 
mining, and reinforced by Alaska’s lenient state-level policies regarding mining. Over all in the 
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US, corporations enjoy a special title in accordance to the fourteenth Amendment of the US 
Constitution. Corporations benefit from the legal classification of “people”, and thereby enjoy 
the same right as civilians. Yet as they are not actual persons, it enables them to avoid personal 
punishments, such as capital punishment, imprisonment or other forms of physical 
accountability. Subsequently while corporations can be held financially accountable in the form 
of fines or governmental restrictions, the shareholders within the corporations are not 
accountable in the court of law for actions taken by the corporation of which they are 
shareholders (Karliner, 1997). This legal loophole could potentially entice them take more risks, 
as often the financial risks are comparatively small in regards to potential wins. This might make 
TNC management within the US difficult. 
 
So far, this thesis has pointed out differences in opinion among the discussed environmental 
groups, the weak links in their networks, their internal disagreements, which results in a lack of 
outcome effectiveness. Overall, the network of groups has failed to work together efficiently for 
a common cause (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 243). In addition, as the country, lobbied for 
changes in its environmental policy has shown little interest in global opinion or ratification of 
global environmental treaties, one could be persuaded into thinking that DNG is with no 
influence. This last part of the analysis will show that this is not necessarily true. There are 
obvious challenges for the global environmental groups when it comes to both working as a 
united homogenous governance network, but also in regards to pushing through to the local level 
at which they are trying to gain inclusion and change policy. These groups are however not only 
fueled by their desire to reach agreement, but also by their opposition to each other (Sørensen & 
Torfing, 2006). 
 
6.4. Possibilities for outcomes despite differences of opinion 
When it comes to NGOs and TNCs, these two types of groups, despite having been set-up as 
being main opponents, do not always operate in direct opposition to each other. Normally the 
relationship between NGOs and TNCs in the case of mining is mainly based on NGO-corporate 
campaigning. This constitutes a relationship in which NGOs attempt to expose the harmful 
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development impacts of corporate activities, both exerting external pressure on the corporations 
but also teaming up with vocal critics from within the corporations themselves to change 
corporate behavior. This fits well with the Pebble Mine case study, as revealed, some TNCs 
themselves believe in greener initiatives and more environmental oversight. However, today an 
increasing amount of TNCs and NGOs are working together through partnerships, where the 
NGOs and corporations unite in order to improve value chains or facilitate development and 
research (Molina-Gallart, 2014: 43-44). 
 
Therefore, despite most NGOs working from the point of departure that these corporations are 
“bad”, and have developed strategies as a means to fight them, more are now working and 
partnering with them in governance in an effort to change their behavior for the better (Avant et 
al., 2010: 103). An example of this is the WWF. Whereas Greenpeace is an activist group that 
will in some circumstances go as far as physically block corporate operations, WWF sets out to 
engage in dialogues with corporations and work as an advisory groups for how they can produce 
sound EIAs as well as incorporate greener measures into their strategies (WWF US (b), 2005). 
The relationship between these two different groups of actors can reinforce each other as in the 
case of NGOs, they normally obtain funding from the corporations through collaboration, and 
the TNCs in exchange get to improve their external image. Both groups benefit from working 
together, as it enables them to reach a larger group of constituencies than would be reached by 
working independently (Molina-Gallart, 2014: 45). 
 
This exemplifies the link that NGOs and TNCs have with each other, which furthermore extends 
to the public and the political level. Thereby, one could say that the network of which the Global 
Environmental Groups operate is made of relationships of lobbying as well as reinforcing and 
opposing opinions. In the case of the Pebble mine, it seems that a mix of these three factors 
constitute Global Environmental Interest Groups’ relationships. Alaskans and Alaskan Natives 
opposed to the Pebble Mine are receiving support from the environmental NGOs, which have 
actively lobbied against the project. These opinions have been re-enforced at the local level by 
the EPA’s decision to block the Pebble Mine, a decision revealed directly influenced by NGOs 
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and interest group scrutiny (Burger, 2014). This outcome has curiously been supported by some 
certain TNCs demanding more environmental oversight, as well as the Federal Government and 
the US President. 
 
Overall, the other side of the debate is mainly constituted by the majority of TNCs that wish for 
more lenient environmental restrictions, and encourage more focus on the positive potential the 
Pebble Mine could have for both the local communities in Alaska but also the US overall. This 
opinion is strongly supported by Alaskan state-level politicians that wish for more sovereignty in 
regards to mining policies, and by the Alaskan Native communities within the Bristol Bay area, 
that wish for improved development of the area, more jobs and infrastructure. Ultimately, the 
EPA’s verdict to enforce the Clean Water Act, and halt all mining developments due to the 
potential for water contamination and destruction of Alaskan and global salmon stocks, is a proof 
that the environmentalist view of the debate has conquered. 
 
This outcome does not seem to have been obtained through agreement but rather through the 
ways in which the environmental actors have managed to influence each other. Liberals agree 
across different branches that long run cooperation based on mutual interests will prevail and 
stand the best chance of producing results (Jackson & Sørensen, 2010: 97). Lack of cooperation 
produces statements such as “the promising rhetoric of partnership is not [not] matched with 
progress and results on the ground” (Bäckstrand, 2006: 489), but it seems that in this particular 
case differences have managed to create outcomes. There has been an obvious detection of 
change in TNC operations and behavior serving to proof that soft law can prevail and change 
policies by other actors within the field of environmental governance in favor of groups outside 
the hierarchical realm of politics. 
 
In Alaska, despite local politics also playing an obvious role in policy outcomes with its strong 
focus on stringent EIA, the network of environmental actors has as an independent entity 
managed to circumvent politics and gained the overall desired result of hindering the Pebble 
Mine from being developed. The network has proven itself to be working at a supranational level 
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of non-hierarchical governance of interaction of public, semi-public and private actors 
influencing each other (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 3). The network’s ability to work outside of 
the national government is also influenced by the internal structure of TNCs. When dealing with 
TNCs, one is dealing with large hierarchical structures working on a transnational basis within a 
networked structure of which most tasks become outsourced to firms all over the world, making 
it so that the boundaries of the firms are not necessarily coincident with ownership or 
physicality
16
. Thereby the rules that these entities follow are in some instances “borderless”, and 
less exposed to the scrutiny of local policies (Avant et al., 2010: 107). Consequentially, despite 
local policies in Alaska either facilitating or discouraging TNC operations, regulation of these 
entities does not necessarily have to go through local politics.  
 
6.5. Conclusion to Chapter 6 
The ways in which local and Global Environmental Interest Groups attempt to influence 
environmental policy in regards to the Pebble Mine in Alaska represents a supra-national level of 
interaction and influence, that to a great extent concords with the beliefs of DNG. The spread of 
media is connecting people and setting-up stateless forums for discussion, complementing the 
government on issues of which it is deemed incapable of solving itself (Sørensen & Torfing, 
2006: 2), and thereby filling-in the “democratic deficit” (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 23). The 
network of Global Environmental Interest Groups unfortunately also runs the risk of creating a 
“local democratic deficit”, by minimizing local influence in national policy-making. However, in 
regards to the Pebble Mine, this project has received a great deal of national opposition, and 
therefore the network of global actors has proven to be an auxiliary democratic tool for the 
national government to work through and not against the subjectivities of its citizens 
(Cruikshank, 1999: 81). This proves that despite it being inadequate in outcome effectiveness, 
the network nonetheless has been effective in including alternative groups. The network has 
expanded the inclusion of opinions and managed to bring about change. Especially the NGOs 
have proven themselves as governors of environmental policy, as they have managed to 
influence the ways in which it is managed (Avant et al., 2010: 105). 
                                               
16
 Also called “alliance capitalism”. 
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Chapter 7. Conclusion to thesis 
I here wish to answer my problem formulation: “How do Global Environmental Interest Groups 
influence environmental policy in the state of Alaska?” This problem formulation ultimately 
poses the question of whether “assessments of the causes of, impacts of, and options for dealing 
with global environmental problems influence how society addresses those problems? How do 
those assessments influence policy and economic decisions at levels from the global to the 
local?” (Clark et al., 2006: 1).  
 
Overall, rigidly determining the success of the Global Environmental Interest Groups in this case 
study can be difficult, as on average, only 50% of partnerships have a mechanism for monitoring 
their effectiveness and progress (Bäckstrand, 2006: 490). Many networks seek improvements in 
environmental control, but have no concrete and quantifiable environmental targets. Therefore, 
the analysis of this thesis has focused on mainly qualitative assessments of the theory's validity, 
by studying patterns of influence in the case study of the Pebble Mine in Alaska.  
 
The analysis of corporate policy change in regards to issues of global governance is not well 
developed yet, meaning that there is still a long way to go in order to fully comprehend the 
relationship that the private and the public spheres have with and to each other, as well as ways 
in which organizations impose new regulations and norms onto the private sphere (Avant et al., 
2010: 110). However, many would argue that the expanding global democratic governance 
network in shape of all of its actors represents a “democratization” of international relations, by 
promoting the involvement of ordinary citizens addressing global issues and the nascence of a 
global civil society (Karns & Mingst, 2010: 242). Nonetheless, as Democratic Network 
Governance (DNG) has a normative nature, it suffers from an “operational deficit”. Therefore, 
the theories capabilities and shortcomings require structured investigation best explored in detail 
through the implementation of a case study. 
 
In the case of the Pebble Mine, the Global Environmental Interest Groups have not been able to 
unite in their opinions and be fully outcome efficient in the traditional understanding of DNG, 
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which should not be concluded as unusual, as global democratic networks are not necessarily 
always harmonious, democratic or effective (Kaldor, 2013: 96). However, the interactions and 
channels of influence within the network of Global Environmental Interest Groups have 
produced a forum for supranational regulation of TNCs in Alaska, which ultimately compliments 
the national level´s policies. The network presents a forum of inclusion of alternative political 
actors that have managed to change environmental policy through bypassing the classical 
hierarchical realm of politics. The actors have managed to fill in the “democratic deficit” at the 
national level by including alternative actors, which has worked in the favor of the national 
majority, but has simultaneously also created a “local democratic deficit”. The network has 
minimized local inclusion on matters of both global but also predominantly local importance. 
Additionally, the minority interests have been excluded from the realm of influence, as 
exemplified in the case of the Bristol Bay Alaskan Natives. These factors support postliberal 
critiques of DNG. 
 
Overall, in regards to the Pebble Mine in Alaska, the ways in which Global Environmental 
Interest Groups have influenced environmental decision-making is by lifting it from the nation-
state to a higher level (O´Byrne & Hensby, 2011: 151) within a forum that does not operate 
within the framework of legislative physical borders. Channels of influence within the network 
are instead fueled by opinions and norms, as exemplified with the predominant TNC-NGO 
relationship(s). Therefore, despite the network of Global Environmental Interest Groups 
possessing a low level of outcome effectiveness due to lack of agreement within the network 
itself and other obvious shortcomings, the Pebble Mine exemplifies that DNG is not only a 
product of hopeless idealism. DNG should maybe instead be perceived as a new way of thinking 
about democracy, maybe as a middle way between the realist dismissal of global democracy, the 
cosmopolitan dream of world government and radical perspectives on attempts to democratize 
global governance (Bäckstrand, 2006: 494). Ultimately, Global Environmental Interest Groups 
have managed to influence environmental policy in Alaska, but not necessarily in the way 
foreseen by the theory of Democratic Network Governance. 
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Appendix 1 
 
There are mainly four subtheories to postliberal theory: ​competitive, outcome, community​ and 
agonistic​ theory: ​Competitive democracy ​focuses on the competitive powers within democracy 
itself. The state is the constitutional entity responsible for enforcing the rule of law (Jackson & 
Sørensen, 2010:97), but politics should not only be confined to the boundaries of the state, as 
representative democracy is not enough to satisfy the demands and needs of its citizens 
(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 237). Democratic networks are semi­sub­elites established as a 
means to empower themselves and others by forging new concepts of power (Cruikshank, 1999: 
72), and help enhance democracy by working as a horizontal balancing instrument between the 
private and public sphere , allowing citizens to become sub­elites, and thereby placing more 
pressure vertically on the established elites (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 237). 
 
Outcome democracy​ states that ​“democratic institutions ought to be judged by their ability to 
solve policy problems experienced by the people ‘more effectively than alternative institutional 
arrangements’”​ (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 239). Furthermore, democratic institutions should 
follow three rules: 1) they should be geared to deal with concrete situations and practical 
concerns, 2) the political process of problem solving should encourage a great degree of 
bottoms­up participation of stakeholders, and 3) the process of problem solving should be 
deliberative and the participants should through collective action find acceptable reasons 
(Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 239­240). It is believed that outcomes should be made in the best 
interest of those who are affected by decisions (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 241), as these are the 
people who can change the agenda by potentially calling attention to a policy area that policy 
makers were unaware actually had an effect on any certain groups of people (Avant et al., 2010: 
109).  
 
Community democracy ​sees the nation state as only out of many competing and overlapping 
political identifications. Globally, there are multiple bureaucracies, both private and public, with 
competing sources of expertise, information and policy change all trying to set the stage on the 
international arena (Avant et al., 2010: 110). Communities are connected through open debate 
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and dialogue, and through a shared sense of community. The nation state is therefore no longer 
the unifying joint for a shared notion of belonging, as the movement of power is and moves 
everywhere, upwards and downwards and horizontal (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 242). The 
notion of a shared community derives from norms, shared stories and debates, and a wish for 
citizens to empower themselves to become active political members of the community (Sørensen 
& Torfing, 2006: 243). New rules and norms are created through the interaction of different 
groups and institutions that all have different ideas and values attached to them (Avant et al., 
2010. 111), and when these different actors interact will at some point reach a mutual 
understanding about the definition of an issue, its character and possible solutions (Avant et al., 
2010: 112). 
 
Agonistic democracy​ claims that too much emphasis has been placed so far on the three 
traditional types of power ­ direct, indirect and ideological power, and that more focus should be 
placed on how actors discursively construct themselves, and what this means for inclusion and 
exclusion in relation to political decision making (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 243). In a world 
where the voices of the states have predominated ­ networks open up channels and bring 
alternative visions and information into the international debate (Karns & Mingst, 2010: 235). 
The notion of civil society is being shifted away from one that is confined to structures and 
organizations, more towards an investigation of beliefs, values and everyday life (Hann & Dunn, 
1996: 14), and in the end society and politics is all about the competition of different discourses, 
and the main issue is to figure out how to democratically regulate them (Sørensen & Torfing, 
2006: 244). The arena of politics should become “agonistic”; meaning that different actors 
with(in) different discourses should not fight each other, but should rather respect the right to 
differ. This acceptance of differences in opinion can help prevent totalitarianism, and ensure the 
inclusion of different voices (Sørensen & Torfing, 2006: 244).  
 
